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WHO’S IN CHARGE—continued

There are questions that stem from society
HE general title of this symposium is “Who’s in charge?”
The question has a rather obvious irony when posed to a
new college president. For it might be assumed that he’s
beginning his work with the notion that he’s in charge. Such
an assumption, however, would entail the further idea that
all or most elements of the decision-making process, all the
“raw naked power” needed to make a complex organization
like a college go, had been hoarded in a closet in the Presi
dent’s Office and the key had just been handed over. The
reality is quite different and, in some respects, always has
been. In the last decade, the spread and complexity of policy
making and implementation at La Salle have required two
volumes to detail—a faculty-administration handbook and a
student handbook. And much heftier volumes would be
needed to trace the actualities of these processes as opposed to
the theoretical statements.

T

What has been most frantically in the headlines in the past
few months—and La Salle has not escaped—are student
interest in and demands for greater voice in the organizational
processes of the academic community. Even here, though, the
question “Who’s in charge?” doesn’t seem to be the right one
to be asking at this point. It’s the wrong question, at least, if
it’s being posed with any desire to reduce the large problems
involved to the simple dimensions of discipline, or the simple
rights and wrongs of authority and obedience. For what is
happening at most troubled and untroubled institutions across
the country—accelerated by student activism but not totally
dependent on it—is a large-scale search for identity, a re
defining of roles by students, faculty, and administrators as
they face again the basic questions of any school—why are
we here, what should we be doing, what are the values of
what we are doing?
Unfortunately, there isn’t another closet in the President’s
Office filled with ready-made answers to these larger questions.
For these are questions that go beyond the school to crises in
society in general, and in the Church, as well. A school does
provide a good perspective from which to consider such
problems, though they would require an analysis much be
yond the scope of the present article. What would be more
realistic for the present purpose would be to consider some
problems of roles and functions in the College as they relate
to the problem of governance and as they reflect some of the
larger crises of society. That, in any event, is what I’ll attempt
here, with a good bit of reference to specific developments
as I’ve seen them at La Salle. I can state my three main points
of interest rather abstractly as 1) some models and metaphors
for academic roles and functions; 2) the crisis of values and
campus diversity; 3) the problems of resources and utilization.
What are the basic enterprises, the basic processes of this
college or of any college? To learn, to teach, to do research,
to serve the community; it isn’t too difficult to list the major
2

ones. It’s more difficult to defend particular priorities among
them or to work out the balance one would like or—what has
got considerable attention of late—to explain the human
relationships within an academic community which make
such activities worthwhile. One way to examine the last
problem is to consider various models or metaphors that crop
up in discussions about these relationships. “Spoon-feeding,”
for example, has clear implications, rather negative ones,
about the teacher-student relationship. There are similar im
plications in an analogy frequently used by those who defend
an authoritarian school structure, the analogy with the doctorpatient relationship. The doctor has the essential competence,
it is argued, the patient simply receives his ministrations.
There can be no question of letting patients decide what their
diseases are or what remedies should be prescribed. The hos
pital sets rules and, if the patient knows what is best for him,
he’ll follow them. And it is easy enough to draw the logical
applications to teacher, student, school.
T he most serious objection to this type of reasoning, how
ever, is that learning is not a passive process. People have to
be involved, interested, if there is to be any learning. It isn’t a
matter of a patient being cured, but of an apprentice ac
quiring skills similar to those of his teacher.
Is the student-teacher relationship one of equals, then? Is
the political metaphor, the democratic model, the proper one
to explain the basic relationship in the academic community?
Since all members are affected by decisions in the community,
should they not exercise equal voice in making the decisions?
Again, the analogy is imperfect. I don’t agree fully with those
teachers and administrators who argue that the weakness of
the model is that it does not reflect the different commitments
which groups in the academic community have—teachers and
administrators a full-time commitment, students only a parttime commitment. Students—and many exercise the option—
can have a full-time commitment to the College while they are
here; their part-time commitment, again hopefully, comes
when they are alumni. The basis of their commitment is an
interest in what they are getting from the College in their
education and in the continuing effects of that education
hereafter; for many it may, frankly, be an interest only in the
future status of their diploma. There is turn-over among
faculty and administration, too, suggesting that while their
full-time commitment is on the average quite lengthy, it is
often less than permanent.
What argues better for varying degrees of voice in the com
munity is the matter of competence and experience. Again,
we are talking about differences of degree; no one denies some
competence and experience to the serious college student. No
one would want to argue either that these values are spread
evenly among members of the faculty and the administration.
But the weight of both these qualities is there. And if it is

La Salle's new president examines roles and functions
on the campus in this companion article to this
issue's supplement on campus turmoil

in general
necessary on some matters to take the larger perspective, the
older members of the community are more likely to take it—
whether it be about building programs (it takes four years to
plan and build something like our new classroom building—
and that’s a whole student generation) or about curriculum
construction (with its ramifications on past, present, and
future; its dependence on faculty resources and capabilities;
its effects on other levels of schooling or society in general).
Students can and do provide other necessary perspectives. Our
problem today is to weigh and measure the various voices
needed to shape the basic processes of the community as they
continue, as they must, to change and develop.
The “family” metaphor is another one frequently used in
discussions about authority in the academic community. The
board of trustees and the administration, in particular, are
pictured at times as the elders of the family, acting in the
place of the students’ real parents or guardians, being dele
gated the authority of these persons over their children. What
tells against the family metaphor and the kind of authority it
implies is simply the age of undergraduates in colleges and
universities—and the phase they are in between the years of
18 and 21. It is a phase, for many, when they most want to
be away from home and parents, when they are least com
municative with parents, when they are on the poorest possi
ble terms with them. Even if administrators were tempted to
take the family metaphor literally, they would be getting
precious little influence in the bargain.
W hat we must face up to is the fact that most metaphors

and models we are tempted to use when discussing authority
or participation in authority are weak and imperfect. Most
fall to one side or the other of the high middle-ground where
more accurate formulas usually seem to hide and to resist
our efforts to capture them. For the academic community is
something unique—neither familial nor ecclesiastical nor po
litical (whether feudal or democratic). It is a community
radically devoted to learning and development. And so its
essential processes, while they must be sustained and sup
ported by organizational structure and a system of govern
ance, can never be subordinated to these latter forms, never
absorbed by them. Rather structure and governance must be
expressions of the style with which an institution pursues its
life processes of teaching and learning.
A dministration and administrative services have grown at

La Salle, as at every institution, over the past several decades.
It was in 1925, Dr. Holroyd tells me, that the first Dean,
Brother Edward, was appointed for a rather small student
body which, for the first 60 years of the College, had been
directed by a president and occasionally by a vice president.
Today, for some 3340 day and 3017 evening division stu
dents, there are 376 faculty members, 45 administrators, 107
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staff workers and secretaries, and 160 service employees.
There is an academic administration but also one in student
affairs, business affairs, and public relations. Each develops
and oversees services to students, especially, that run the
gamut from initial financial aid to placement in jobs after
graduation—a gamut through rostering, counseling, religious
activities, dining services, extracurricular activities, mainten
ance, and much else. There are a dozen or more standing and
ad hoc committees, a Faculty Senate, a Student Government.
While all this structure is intended to enhance and support
the essential educational functions of the College—some of
the services are, in fact, clearly a part of those functions—it
does generate its own problems:
1. the need to resist drift toward autonomy, losing connec
tion with the educational purposes of the institution;
2. the inevitable problem of communication within a large
organization—for faculty and administrations especially,
the problem of setting up, keeping track of, and pro
viding a rationale for decisions on particular problems;
for students especially, simply finding their way around
what could appear to be a disinterested or unresponsive
bureaucracy, and the problem of finding a channel for
student opinion that is representative and accountable;
3. the problem of efficiency (to which I shall return), of
avoiding, in an age when quick results are increasingly
demanded but rarely got anywhere, the annoying lag in
implementing decisions already made.
With such specific problems and the broader trends of
growth (though understaffing remains a serious problem in
many areas) and decentralization, there have emerged several
very promising approaches for coping—approaches that have
used sensible and fruitful involvement of all groups in the
community. On the one hand, I think of the Faculty Senate
which, under the presidency of Charles Halpin, Jr. over the
last three years, has produced a series of substantial, wellreasoned policy memorandums which, after review by the
College Council, have been adopted as general regulation for
the College. On the other hand, I think of the emergence in
the last two years of “departmental boards” suggested orig
inally by 1969 graduate Frank Palopoli. The boards combine
student majors and faculty within the departments. With
some variation given the nature of different departments, they
are intended—and already have begun—to review a wide
range of problems and possibilities at the departmental level,
—ways of improving present programs and rationales for
adopting new courses, in particular. From the departmental
boards, student representatives are drawn for an all-college
Student Academic Affairs Commission, the successor to the
Student Academic Affairs Committee, which has been func
tioning with varying degrees of success for the last nine years.
The clear advantage of the departmental boards and the
Commission over earlier arrangements is that the representa-
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tion has what I think of as a “ natural base” : representatives
on the committees are in daily contact with the majors in
their own departments who have elected them and with whom
they have continuing mutual interests. That kind of a base
continues to elude the regularly elected student government.
Participation in voting is not overwhelming to begin with and
after election week, it is difficult for student government
officers to maintain contact with a constituency, though it
remains subject to the pressure of many groups during its
tenure. (Any student representative is frequently in the posi
tion of supporting policies arrived at on all-college consider
ations that may not be popular with fellow students or being
asked to support student inspired causes he has no particular
appetite for).
What is needed is a form of student government which in
cludes a formalized base in other activities and interest groups
—corresponding to the pattern of departmental boards and
Academic Affairs Commission. I have also suggested to the
College community in the past year, a formal integration of
separate faculty and student committees with the standing
committees of the College. This integration has already oc
curred at the top level with College Council, which for the
last three years has seated three faculty members drawn
from the Faculty Senate and, more recently, three student
representatives from the student government.
While such problems of organization, participation, and
communication deserve the best that intelligence and good
will can bring to them, our second set of problems is more
challenging. These issues are more diffuse and so, more diffi
cult to define, but they underlay everything we do in the
College. These are the issues of our common purposes, our
goals, our sense of values. The very definition of these issues
in a college is complicated because we are laboring in a crisis
of values in society generally and most particularly among
younger people. A recent New Yorker Magazine cover por
trays the dilemna rather well—a young man contemplating
a modern “pilgrim’s progress” map with a bewildering variety
of possible destinations, highways, and by-ways: East Altru
ism, Decision Bridge, Alienation Pond, Self Center, Service
Road, Conformity, Kicks, Lake Confusion, Success City.
We have had much analysis of our value crisis. For some
it is simply a decline in religious and moral values and a
corresponding increase in materialism—a hardening of the
heart by affluence. For others it is a confidence-gap, the gap
between values espoused and values practiced; for campus
activists, this is the complicity of university research in a
hierarchy of values that permits the investments of billions
in military research and only pennies for research about
urban ills. For others there is the intoxication with a techno
logical power tied with our powerlessness to cure social ills
like poverty and racism. Others attack the sham of old liberal
ism that defended procedural rights but never committed
itself to a philosophy or a cause. The litany could be ex
tended indefinitely.
La Salle, Summer, 1969

T
T he

paradox for the Christian college in this situation of
uncertainty and value crisis is that this institution has always
claimed to have clear and definite values to propose to its
students: the law of charity; the primacy of spiritual and
personalist values over the material; the requirement of
justice as a minimum form of love of the neighbor; the need
for and the promise of salvation in Christ from the world’s
suffering and absurdity. These values are still central to any
moral aspiration in the Christian college, but today they are not
being sounded clearly or forthrightly, certainly not daringly.
For, more widely in the Church, we are still laboring to
develop the contemporary forms and language we need to
feel these ideals and beliefs as securely our own and as driv
ing forces when we address the world around us.
Noting that there is a groping toward the religious dimen
sion in every college and university these days, Harvard
philosopher Henry Aiken remarked recently that “the break
down of the Catholic ghetto is a good thing, but the break
down of intellectual ghettos at M.I.T. and Harvard might be,
educationally, an even better thing, and conceivably the reli
gious colleges could offer aid in this direction.”
The human needs and the spiritual hunger of our academic
community are clear enough, but we can address them and
the needs of others only when our faith is renewed and our
hope set beyond the present crisis. And I am not suggesting
that we return to the stage of the Christian college when the
student catechist was esteemed more highly than the bright
physicist or teachers were promoted for work with the Holy
Name Society (though, curiously enough, there are analogous
suggestions for causes which campus activists feel morally
committed to now). I think we have reached the stage where
we can intelligently balance the pressures of theological and
moral commitment with those of scholarly autonomy, and
where we can develop real academic expertise and bring it
to bear, at the point where it can best be utilized, on the social
problems the community brings to us.
If in society there is discouragement over the gap between
stated ideals and their actual pursuit, it is natural that there
should be on campus as well. The College’s present statement
of objectives accompanies this article. It is the work of a
faculty committee and student consultants who developed it
over the better part of a year. It is clear, noble, and, frankly,
abstract. We cannot claim that most of our graduates have
attained ideals of this order. Rather, these goals are set as
directions. It is frankly an act of human faith that this or
that particular curriculum or program combines with student
and faculty effort to get us nearer to those goals in accu
rately measurable ways. But we have just that faith, and it
impels us to seek ways of specifying and concretizing these
ideals in the details of our programs. We believe, too, that a
set of ideals like this can unite in one broad direction the
various groups on campus—the vocationally oriented who
set a high priority on developing marketable skills; the intel
lectuals; the dissidents and social activists; the large group
still seeking their identities and their life goals; the organiza
tion men and the frat brothers. This diversity of interests and
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WHO’S IN CHARGE— continued

Needed are time, money, space, people
priorities among campus groups poses a special challenge to
intelligent representation and participation in the processes of
organization and governance; it exposes the College to in
creasing political and social pressures from within which it
has successfully overcome from sources off the campus. But
on the other hand, this diversity can be a source of dynamism
and varied opportunity—provided we do in actuality share
very general but real purposes.
A third and final problem, more briefly considered. I have
alluded several times to the problem of resources—time,
money, space, available people. No matter how high the
interest or brilliant the formula proposed, the limitations of
resources at this College (and every college in the country)
has inevitable results in trimming sails, delaying results,
modifying success. Participation in serious committee work is
time-consuming. Faculty members have realized this for many
years; students are, increasingly. An eager student leader
typified the problem this past year in excusing himself in the
middle of a committee meeting with, “I’m sorry. But I have
to get to another meeting.” The situation is undoubtedly
better, of course, than the fabled, if not apocryphal, impasse
several years ago when a meeting called on student apathy
had to be cancelled because no one showed up.

T he basic problem of an impossibly busy campus is that no
one has enough time to do the things he really wants to do
or feels he should be doing—visiting lecturers he wants to
hear (and some don’t draw the audiences they deserve);
courses he wants to take—or give (and new, “high immediate
relevance” courses sometimes go begging because the word
hasn’t penetrated the crowded campus media); conversations
he wants to have (and available times never seem to coin
cide); causes he wants to support (and a term-paper is due).
There is an enormous amount of desirable things to be done;
a “campus agenda” last year ran to some 20 pages. But there is
a much shorter supply of interest, time, and the other re
sources we are talking about. In a paradoxical sense, there
are too many resources, too much available; in another, more
real sense, there aren’t enough. Perhaps, we should say that
we haven’t reached the wisdom of matching our needs and
desires with what we have. Pray God we never do; but I hope,
too, we can use and enjoy what we have now. It is substantial
and rich.
But as for participation, the student or faculty member who
wants to participate in organizational work to the extent the
full-time administrator is delegated to do, there cannot be
enough time. To find the way both can do so significantly and
meaningfully is a work well begun at La Salle. It is being pur
sued in an accelerated way by an all-college committee this
summer, a committee charged to review the decision-making
process and to present suggestions for revising the college
handbook.
I’ve wandered far at times from the announced topic of
“Who’s in Charge?” But not really. I’ve assumed what is
6

really the case at La Salle, that authority is delegated and
spread widely among trustees, administrators, faculty, and
students. The system and the specific arrangements are con
stantly changing; our hope is that they are constantly improv
ing. They will improve significantly if we can deal with
present crises in hope, if we can dream creatively. Tomorrow
belongs to those who do.

Objectives of La Salle College
La Salle offers students an education founded on the
idea that man’s intellectual and spiritual development
go hand in hand, complementing and fulfilling one
another. The basic purpose of the College is a free
search for truth and the development of materials
and skills necessary for the search; its religious con
cern is an extension of that purpose. In a company
of mature teachers and scholars, the College urges
the students to confront the ultimate questions of
human experience: who he is; where his destiny lies;
how he is to reach it.
La Salle is committed to a liberal education of
both general and specialized studies. It wants its stu
dents to liberate themselves from narrow interests
and prejudices and to learn to observe reality with
precision, judge events and opinions critically, think
logically, communicate effectively, and sharpen es
thetic perception. The curriculum involves a body
of knowledge about the universe; about man—his
nature, behavior, and values; about God. It also pro
vides an opportunity to gain specialized knowledge
in one field of learning as a preparation for graduate
study or entry into professional life. Beyond this
breadth and depth of knowledge, the College en
courages its students to seek wisdom, that is, to
grasp those basis principles which can give order to
particular facts.
As a private Catholic college La Salle pursues these
aims in a religiously diverse community of teachers
and students interested in studying secular subjects in
their autonomy, undertaking theological study in a
systematic way, and investigating what interrelations
these subjects may have. The community also engages
in programs in which the students’ personal, social,
and religious values may take root and in which the
students may grow in mature attitudes and behavior
in all human relationships. The ultimate hope of the
College is that its graduates will be ready for in
formed service and progressive leadership in their
communities and will be able to fulfill the immediate
and final goals of their lives.

The outgoing alumni president
offers his views on
student activism and campus disorder

Alumni and the Dissidents
By D aniel H. K ane, ’49
A lumni P resident, 1967-69

What will La Salle’s future be? One possibility is the
establishment of the Catholic Universities of Philadelphia
formed by the banding together of La Salle, St. Joseph’s,
Villanova, Rosemont, Immaculata, and Chestnut Hill with
shared libraries and faculties.
Another possibility is that since we have begun to
accept women in the Evening Division, daytime co
educational classes may be our financial salvation.
Nobody knows for sure what the future holds, but we
can be concerned about one possibility— if we do nothing,
if we don’t help La Salle by working together for its goals
— and that possibility is that someday, someone will be
standing right here— where I am now— saying to you —
“good morning gentlemen. Welcome to the Olney Campus
of Temple University.”
Address by Daniel H . Kane,
To Alumni Board of Directors,
September 16, 1967

H o w could this catastrophe actually happen? The greatest
enemy would seem to be the inability to keep up financially
because of rapidly rising costs and the need to raise tuition
which would limit the student body—and so on in a destruc
tive cycle.
Another threat of danger would be the possibility of stu
dent violence which could cause irreparable damage to
buildings, possible wholesale faculty turnover, and perhaps a
smaller body of freshmen students.
L a Salle, Summer, 1969

Either of these two disasters could be enough to bring our
school to its knees, for a small private school with a limited
endowment is quite vulnerable in these days of inflation. It
can happen here. La Salle could be a bankrupt college, up
for sale to the highest bidder. How valuable would all our
diplomas be under such circumstances?
We witness this Spring the “first” demonstration and in all
likelihood there will be more protests of similar nature at
La Salle. To look rationally upon the scene we must agree
that there was no violence, no rules broken and dialogue
took place peacefully. This does not insure that the course
of the second protest will follow that of the first.
Certainly the fact that the students won their point and
compulsory R.O.T.C. was replaced by voluntary R.O.T.C.
should be remembered when we think of future possible
courses of action. Remember now that we are viewing this
as alumni and base our knowledge on what we saw on tele
vision and read in the local newspapers.
According to the news media, the student viewpoints won
out, and most alumni base their conclusions on what the
general public thinks, because they, for the most part, get
no closer to the college than does the average Philadelphian.
Because “confrontations with the administration” have
become the “in” thing on college campuses, and because the
small body of agitators on La Salle’s campus was seemingly
successful, it could be only a matter of time until step two
of “Operation Encroachment” takes place, leading up to
final and unconditional surrender.
Student opportunists on campus might believe that they
have a kindred liberal spirit in the Presidents office who may
be more kindly disposed toward them than was his predeces
sor. Or they might reason that whatever his line of thought,
7
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‘Alumni alienation’ can be a threat
his recent installation in the top administrative seat might
slow his reaction to a take-over of a building and we all
know that today, “he who hesitates, is truly lost.”
Above all, the students want dialogue, want to form com
mittees, want to be a part of the action. This is in itself not a
bad thing, depending on the importance of the problem at
hand.
They deserve the right to be heard and to have their ideas
considered, among others, before a final decision is reached.
D ecisions by concensus or by committee vote are being in

creasingly urged on administrative people these days as an
easy way out and as a way of shared responsibility. This is a
trap for unwary administrators or laissez-faire types who
believe that in accepting the proposals and recommendations
of a group they would be automatically meeting the needs of
all concerned parties effected by the decision. Committees
best function when they examine problems and decide on
several alternate solutions that can aid the administration in
making up its mind on a final decision, which could be an
avenue not considered at all by the group.
The man who sits in the center of the target, the man who
takes final responsibility for everything that occurs at La Salle,
is the College president and he must be in the current lexicon,
a “do-it-now” type, a man of action. Some anonymous ob
server once said, “Search all of your parks in the entire city.
You’ll find no statue to a committee.”
Because a college president is judged by the results which
occur when his decisions are put into action, so too is a
student body on trial before the public when it acts in a
manner that is “different” to the extent that it becomes “news
worthy” and is subjected to the oft times distorted lens of the
T.V. camera or the one-sided pencil of the “objective”
reporter.
We would like to see some signs of positive thinking and
emotional maturity among undergraduates to the extent that
they “ask,” not “demand,” to “aid” the college in the solution
of trying problems, rather than becoming an additional
problem for the administration in themselves. That’s what
we would like to see in the way of a “happening” at La Salle.
“Who are “we”? “We” are the alumni of La Salle. If you’re
a fast reader and you’ve read the insert (beige) included in
this magazine, you probably missed any mention of “alumni”
unless you looked carefully at almost the last paragraph of
the very last page. That’s only natural because the insert—
8

indeed the whole magazine—is concerned with the topic
“Who’s In Charge?” It is concerned largely with the adminis
tration, the trustees, the faculty and the students. If anyone is
“in charge” the aforementioned groups are—sometimes collectively-sometimes taking turns. We certainly are not to be
included with the “take charge” group.
W e , the alumni of La Salle, are very strong in numbers,
now 13,000 and growing at the rate of 1,000 yearly. That
shows we’re strong, doesn’t it? No, it only shows that 13,000
people have received diplomas from La Salle—that’s all it
shows.
These 13,000 graduates span several scores of years in age
and bridge several “generation gaps.” They are employed in
many fields of endeavor scattered all over the world. They
are hardly a cohesive force. Each alumnus has his own
concept of La Salle and this colors to a large extent his own
active or vicarious participation in school activities. He may
be “active” or “inactive” with “active” ranging from sending
in a check (small) annually to participating vigorously in the
affairs of the Alumni Association by working with the Board
of Directors or “inactive” ranging from plain apathy to com
plete disassociation.
We, the alumni, pose no potential physical threat to the
“establishment” or to the campus buildings, as do some dis
senting students; we lack the power to hamstring the ad
ministrative decisions, as does the faculty; we have never had
the decision-making authority, as do the trustees. The only
effective way of dissent, the only weapon is that of withdrawal.
This has three forms—physical, financial, and mental. Alumni
who wish to differ with school policy do so primarily by
absenting themselves from school functions of all kinds, al
though they still support the school financially and consider
themselves graduates.
At any added slight or malfeasance of school authorities, a
financial withdrawal takes place and the final step could be
come complete disassociation when the long-suffering alumnus
is completely disenchanted by his Alma Mater.
Once an alumnus decides that his school no longer projects
the proper image as he sees it, a unilateral divorce takes
place leaving the scorned partner wondering what went wrong.
“Alumni alienation” can be a potent threat to a small private
school with a small endowment.
John Ciardi said “A university is what a college becomes
when the faculty loses interest in the students.” We might
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What does an alumnus expect from his
paraphrase this by saying “an affiliate of a state university is
what a private college becomes when the power structure
alienates the alumni.” We alumni of La Salle do not support
the school the way we should. Only 13% of the alumni
contributed last year and gave only $65,000. This, however,
would be the approximate interest received from an endow
ment of $1,300,000 and for a school with limited monetary
resources it provides some needed revenue.
The new student recreation building, Hayman Hall, will
be under construction shortly at a cost of three and one-half
million dollars. This follows on the heels of ground-breaking
for a new 100-classroom building, likewise costing several
million dollars. These two buildings are sorely needed addi
tions to the campus and are being financed mainly by gov
ernment loans. Over 60% of the money received from stu
dents’ tuition is paid out for instructional costs, and tuition
costs form the main source of La Salle’s income. For years
we have boasted of the “living endowment” of the Christian
Brothers, which meant that the school reduced its’ expenses
because the teaching services of the Brothers were “con
tributed.” In this age of decreased vocations, the “living en
dowment” is shrinking in direct proportion to the number of
lay members of the faculty and the need to pay salaries at a
competitive level in order to retain them.
A golden opportunity may be seized by the administration
if they add the alumni that are keenly interested in La Salle
to the “living endowment.” The Alumni Association has its
own band of ex-student “activists” in the form of the Board
of Directors. Two years ago, a decision was made to become
more involved with the strengthening of the college.
I t was decided to abandon the old "class” structure and
experiment with the formation of groups of alumni of all ages
who were in particular areas of post-graduate employment.
We already had existing alumni groups in medicine, law and
education and we decided to form additional groups in man
agement, accounting, finance, communications and social
responsibility.
A third series of Leadership Conferences will take place
this coming September to refine existing groups and to or
ganize new interest areas.
These groups are beneficial to member alumni because
they—
1.provide cameraderie and common grounds for discus
sion among fellow alumni
2. give members information about job openings in their
areas
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3. keep people informed on current trends within their
mutual field
4.provide a bridge to the alumni for seniors majoring in
the same subject area.
These groups are beneficial to undergrads because they—
1.can provide skilled experienced speakers and panel mem
bers for campus discussions and meetings. The fact that they
are alumni can only be beneficial to the students.
2. they can be a source of employment for graduating
seniors as well as a guide for future employment to under
classmen.
3.they can help organize and guide “field trips” on intro
ductions to key people in their organizations.
These groups are beneficial to the administration because
they—
1.share their talent and “know how” with undergraduates
in the same or related fields.
2.continue their fine relationships with La Salle and grow
with the college as they grow with their jobs.
3. have the opportunity to share their expertise with mem
bers of the faculty so that “field experiences” can keep sub
ject matter current.
It is in this last area that we feel much can be done to
bring alumni and faculty together with the administration
sharing in the partnership. We hope to form an Alumni
Advisory Council when our post-graduate groups are struc
tured correctly.
We plan to form a three-man committee from each group
to work with the department head of the group “discipline”
e.g. Accounting, Education, Finance, Marketing, Management,
etc. These professional committees would bring their current
thinking, current trends in the field etc. to the discussion
with the mutual goal of strengthening the curriculum through
out the school. These committees would also coordinate panel
discussions, field trips, employment interviews etc. in their
subject areas.
All this would be in the form of unpaid or “contributed”
services. We realize that our efforts might not be appreciated
in certain areas, but we feel that we are making a sincere
effort to help our school and should be judged on our results,
not pre-judged on our aspirations.
The foregoing makes it sound as though we alumni have
had tough sledding and we have had our problems because
there are so few of us that are actively and genuinely in
terested in the welfare of La Salle.
We’re a pretty hardy lot and very difficult to alienate. We
have survived through lapses of communication when the

alma mater?
College didn’t know our new address, annual requests for
donations (somehow they found our address in time for
this), and even patronizing remarks that informed us that
we probably wouldn’t be accepted as students now at
La Salle because we don’t compare to the bright young
minds now entering our school.
We remain loyal and forgiving even when we run our
social affairs and find ourselves largely ignored by the faculty,
administration, and most of our own alumni.
As a case in point, two years ago, the Alumni Association
presented the Signum Fidei Medal, “an award for a person
showing outstanding qualities of Christian Leadership” to the
most outstanding Negro in Philadelphia, Rev. Leon Sullivan.
It was the first time a black man was so honored and also
the first time the medal was given to a non-Catholic. This his
toric presentation was witnessed by a “sitting room only”
crowd of less than a hundred people. This despite the fact
that the faculty had been invited to attend and invitations
had been sent out to thousands of alumni. As Nietzche said
“That which does not destroy us, makes us stronger.”
What does an alumnus expect from his alma mater? What
does he have a right to expect? Primarily, that his school
continues to grow qualitatively if not quantitatively, and that
its actions and program be of such a nature that his pride in
his school can be genuine, his loyalty given freely, and his
association with the school continue to be as friendly and
close as they were in undergraduate days. This would of
course be related to the amount of time available.
Alumni of Cornell, Columbia, Harvard and many other
schools are quite disturbed by the student disorders on their
campuses, as well as disgusted with administrative action,
reaction, or utter lack of action, as the case may be. Their
pride of association has been dealt a blow from which some
alumni will not recover and, by their own decision, they will
terminate their relationship with the school because they
feel that their school has let them down.
No survey has been made and no reliable statistics can be
quoted, but there exists a feeling after conversations with
various members of the Alumni Board of Directors that there
are many people formerly and presently connected with our
College who are opposed to any overt student violence. This
group contains many alumni, many students in the Evening
Division and quite possibly many day students who are less
vocal in their opinions.
This group is in favor of strong disciplinary action from
the administration in case of disruptiveness and ensuing dam
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age. Any administrative reaction to a student confrontation
armed with non-negotiable demands had better be prompt
and show evidence of a stainless steel spinal column or risk
the danger of losing many potential as well as proven bene
factors, not to mention the possible loss of the school itself
if the “demands” effect the financial foundations negatively.
Perhaps the financial obstacles to the continuing growth
and strengthening of La Salle College can be overcome in
the future with the aid of the government, which has realized
for some time now that there are not any more private
schools and public schools—just good schools and poor
schools.
L a Salle is more than just a “good” school and need not
take a back seat to any other undergraduate school of any
college or university in the City of Philadelphia.
Like other fine institutions with a young, intelligent admin
istration, a dedicated, talented faculty, and an increasingly
able student body, La Salle contains within itself the seeds of
self-destruction. If these human obstacles are to be overcome,
stronger lines of communication must be established and per
fected by usage so that the whole La Salle “family” may
collectively discuss, discard and discover-discuss common
problems, discard aims which would be disruptive, and dis
cover programs which would be mutually beneficial.
The La Salle “family” referred to here may be triangular
with administration, faculty, and students as components. We
would prefer a “square” with the alumni as a fourth side,
for we feel that we can offer another viewpoint from outside
“academe” that is necessary and vital.
To this end, we invite the other three sides of our “family”
to attend any, several, or all of our series of Leadership
Conferences in the Fall on campus and on successive Satur
days. “Operation Renewal” just might rise, phoenix-like, from
the ashes of student dissent.
All of us who love La Salle will then be working together
toward a better, healthier College.
To this end we would remind every reader of this article
of the little-known second verse of the song “America the
Beautiful.”
Its final two lines are:
“America, America, God mend thine every flaw
Confirm thy soul in self-control, thy liberty in law.”
These two lines accurately state a consensus of alumni
thinking and hopefully contain the future guide lines for the
entire La Salle “family.”
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A leading political figure offers his views on
narrowing the growing chasm between generations

Muskie on the Youth “Revolt”
By T he H on . E dmund S. M uskie
U.S. Senator from M aine

MERICAN COLLEGE students today in my judgement
are a unique generation, not only in the history of our
country, but in the history of the world.
No generation has grown up in greater affluence or physi
cal comfort, or in an age of greater change and anxiety. No
generation has been raised in an atmosphere of greater per
missiveness, in or out of the home. And, perhaps more
important, no generation has been better educated. Now
these facts are of concern to some Americans, but to me
they explain why this generation of college students has
made such an imprint on our times. You have not been in
hibited as we were 30 years ago by relatively limited finances,
knowledge and experiences of earlier generations. You’ve
made an imprint upon our times within the last year. And
you’re going to make a continuing and I think increasing
imprint upon American life, upon American public policies,
upon American institutions.
During the campaign last year, I had an opportunity to
meet with and talk with many young people on college
campuses from Vermont to California and from Wisconsin
to Texas. These audiences were sometimes friendly and some
times unfriendly, but there was never any doubt that they
were participating vigoriously in the political campaign and
that their participation was being felt and that this participa
tion was related to the very real problems of our times. And
so I consider this emergence of the young college students as
an active force in American public life a heartening devel
opment in our political system and I think it has been too
long coming.
For the first time in 1968 student power was as much a
factor in the political complexion of our country as ethnic
power, as economic power and as regional power. Students
discovered, at least I hope they did—some of them don’t
believe they did—that they too were an interest group with
as much at stake in the election as their elders or any other
group in American public life. I hope you discovered that
even an incumbent President isn’t immune to the dissatisfac
tions of college students and I’m sure we understand that the
nominations of political parties need not be the simple ratifi
cation of the wishes of a few. And I’m sure that we under
stand that military service options need not be decided with
out your participation. And I’m sure you discovered that
you are as entitled to participation in the political system as
you are to an education in a university. These points I think

A
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need to be made first of all in order to make clear to older
Americans that what is involved here is an enlargement of
the right and of the fact of political participation in our
country.
Students I’m sure will argue, as they have with me in the
past, that they have not yet had a meaningful role in the
political life of our country. They couldn’t be more wrong.
They can have a more meaningful role and there is a responsi
bility on the part of all of us—students and older Americans
alike—to find a more direct, more responsive role for you in
the American political system. But I think in the last year or
two you who were involved in the political process, partici
pated responsibily and effectively. You did ring doorbells and
lick stamps and organize rallies, and carry out the scores of
other details involved in campaigning. I know you did. Even
though the Vice President and I started out with little visible
support around the country, this kind of support was visible
to us and appreciated and accepted. College students per
formed all these chores with increasing skill and often at
great personal sacrifice. You reacted in a positive way to the
policies you criticized. By that I mean you sought more than
the destruction of a policy; you offered alternatives and you
argued them with reason and conviction, yes, with passion.
M any of you were disappointed with the choice of candi
dates in each party—or maybe I ought to say all parties—
and, hopefully, some of you at least were disappointed with
the election results. But what you did accomplish in changing
policy and changing administration of public policy in this
country, ought to give you a sense of accomplishment, as
well as a sense of confidence in your ability to promote
change in the future. And so on the basis of your perform
ance and your success, I see no reason for you to be dis
illusioned and my plea is that you stay tuned-in—that you
continue to work for the causes in which you believe and
for the candidates you choose to support.
Now, moving from political involvement and paralleling
it are the growing student demands and grievences on cam
puses of our country; the growing student demands for a
greater voice in university affairs. The increasing incidents of
confrontation and violence are perplexing for many college
graduates who were reared in more conventional times. My
own knowledge of these incidents up to this point pretty
much is limited to newspaper accounts and from these I
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What is really at stake is the quality of education
hesitate to make any firm judgements. But I do have some
impressions which I hope to explore in my travels across
the country meeting students on various campuses.
The first impression I have, and this goes back to the
paternalistic days of my own college years, is that I doubt
many university administrators have been sensitive enough
to the changing characteristics of students, nor have they
listened closely enough to what students have been saying.
My own view is that college students today have a greater
capacity for maturity and responsibility. Young Americans in
the last ten years have demonstrated these qualities in war, in
politics, in social service and other endeavors. It does not
seem unreasonable to me that you should seek similar oppor
tunities on the campus. If a university is to encourage its
students to be active and participating members of society
after graduation, the university should make it possible for
students to contribute to the enrichment of campus life
before graduation. So my impression is that many of the
grievances of students and many of the demands made by
them are reasonable, in light of the injustices within our
society and in light of your own capacities to contribute.
T om Wicker of the New York Times summed it up recently
in these words: “This is a brilliantly informed generation that
sees with youth’s harsh clarity how the wealth and tech
nology of America could make the reality of its life conform
far more nearly to its ancient boasts.” He continued,". . . in
their outrage and contempt as well as in their vision, the best
of them are trying to tell us something—that we are not
living up to the best that is in us. If older and sadder persons
know that men seldom do, it is still a message that palpably
and shamefully has seldom been so true as in today’s myopic
and contorted America.”
What Mr. Wicker was saying is that if there is skepticism
among our young people, if there is cynicism among our
young people, if they desent and protest for what they see
around our country and in the world, it is perfectly under
standable, because what they are reacting to is what the rest
of us ought to be reacting to with more concern, more com
passion and more activity—the wrongs of our country and
of mankind. If young people are skeptical this is a healthy
manifestation of our concern as human beings to eliminate
the injustices and limitations imposed on other human beings.
If there is cynicism among our young people it represents to
me some hope that the generations coming along will work
at correcting the wrongs of my generation.
Universities have traditionally been the fountainhead of
ideas for social progress in our nation, and I think it would
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be wasteful now not to give this generation of college students
an opportunity to participate meaningfully in giving new
relevance to our universities. If we can not have ferment,
excitement, stimulation and creativity on our campuses, where
in heaven’s name can we have it?
A nd so, I view as reasonable the student’s demands for
the participation in the major decisions of the university
which affect directly the lives of the students. The idea of
giving students a voice in the development of relevant and
selected courses and curricula makes sense to me. So I say to
these young people who are eager to learn, who are eager to
be exposed to what they consider to be the difference and
difficulties and trouble of our world, why not permit expres
sion of that concern as an influence on what a university
should teach or what a university ought to represent—not
the controlling influence but a participating and effective
influence.
I am not suggesting that the university administration and
faculty abandon its responsibilities. But the concept of stu
dent initiation, student planning, student development, and
even teaching of appropriate courses is healthy. Such pro
grams are not uncommon on campuses across the country,
and they are proving successful. My point is very simply
this: a university education should not be an isolated experi
ence, in terms of the relevance of learning, as well as the
opportunity for citizenship.
Many universities are nearly complete communities within
themselves, and thus once removed from the realities of the
outside world. And I say to them to treat students as children,
to be spoon-fed and freed from the responsibility of helping
direct the destiny of the university, would be a disservice to
the students and the university. Neither could benefit from
this kind of hothouse arrangement. The university would be
deprived of the creativity and vitality of youth, and the stu
dents would lose an opportunity for the developing selfdiscipline, maturity and judgement.
You know none of us ever has any practice at being a
parent before we become one, and by the time we become
adept at it, if at all, we are no longer parents—or at least no
longer parents with anybody to discipline. I have five chil
dren ranging from age seven to 20, two teenagers and after
the experience of some 20 years as a parent, I developed
three points which I have discussed with my teenagers. I point
out to them that there are three ways to learn: by reading
books, by listening to advice and by making mistakes. Pa
ternalism in the home and on the campus is the tendency of
parents, teachers, faculty and school administrators to limit

young people to the first two ways of learning and to inhibit
their right to learn by making mistakes.
There is no way of shielding young people from mistakes
and the sooner they learn that way—and it is a hard and
bitter way at times of finding their role in life—of deciding
the direction their lives should take, the better lives they will
lead, the better citizens they will become. There is no magic
formula that tells you at what age every youngster becomes
equipped to start making mistakes of this order and so you
must deal with it in a pragmatic way. I say that our inclina
tion ought to be to give you that chance to make mistakes at
an earlier age then we are now doing.
This brings me to the role of students in the present uni
versity dilemma. I’m often asked what impression I carry
with me the most out of 1968. Well, the one overriding im
pression I have of 1968 is the intolerance of Americans,
young and old, black and white, from all sections of the
country, for the opinions of other Americans.
Americans last year did not listen to each other. There was
less real communication in the sense of trying to understand
the other fellow’s point of view than at any time I can
remember in my adult life. And this intolerance of the
opinions of others is not limited to older Americans; it was
demonstrated over and over again by younger Americans on
our college campuses.
T o the majority of older Americans outside the world of
the university, it appears that in too many cases the universi
ties have been at the mercy of a small band of students with
little regard for the rights and safety of others. I must say
that it is distressing that these students appear so ready to
undertake direct action and to risk violence in pursuit of their
objectives. Whatever their justification or provocation, vio
lence on campus or anywhere else is not a substitute for
negotiation or for other methods which are available to stu
dents to dramatize grievances and demands. Even in my
paternalistic college days of 30 years ago we found ways to
dramatize grievances and demands without resort to violence.
The picture of national guardsmen and police stationed on
campuses to maintain order is abhorrent to everyone in
American life. If intelligent men and women—student bodies,
administrations and faculties—cannot resolve their differences
without bloodshed or the presence of an armed militia, then
there is no hope for the rest of civilization. Student violence
represents intimidation, just as violence on the part of adults,
police or those in positions of authority represent intimida
tion if unwisely used. Anarchy under the banner of intellectual
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freedom or university participation is still anarchy—espe
cially when the rights of others are ignored, and when the
processes of democracy are by-passed.
Y ou have been saying to us, as I understand your mes
sage, that the way we have been conducting affairs in
America is wrong. And that one of the reasons it is wrong is
because we will not listen to those who are outside the
political system or outside the mainstream of American life.
But if you believe what you are saying in your criticism of us,
then you have a responsibility to practice it on the campus
and to use communication, talking and listening, as a sub
stitute for violence and confrontation.
Whatever the provocation, a democratic system of gov
ernment isn’t one calculated to produce instant results for any
member of society. You get instant results in a dictatorship,
but only for the dictator. Democratic society is one which
runs on the basis of the skills and arts of persuasion and
communication and organization, these are the skills you
need to develop on campus, not the ability to ferment violence
and disorder.
What is really at stake is the quality of higher education in
our institutions, because no university—dependent as it is
upon the free emergence and discussion of ideas—can func
tion under convulsion and siege. We have no alternative but to
seek a formula for resolving the differences.
It seems to me that Dr. lames E. Allen, Jr., U.S. Commissioneer of Education, has given us a good starting point. He
advises that college trustees and officials should not dismiss
the disturbances as nothing but the work of small groups.
Rather, he recommends that universities take students seri
ously and “listen to them and treat them as adults.” As I read
it, he is urging older Americans to accept students as their
equals. I support this proposition. I believe that if the insti
tutions and the students both accept it, we would take a long
first step toward harmony on the campus.
We who are older must step aside. This is the imperative
of life on earth. What follows depends so very much on how
we have helped younger people to move into the strata of
responsibility in our society and how well they have responded
to it. You are the continuity which links the past of human
life on earth to its future. Our objective and yours has always
been to make the future better than the past.

Sen. Muskie’s article was condensed and adapted from his
talk to the students of La Salle on the campus this Spring.
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THE CAMPUS AS ISLAND
By M inna F. W einstein , P h .D.,
A ssistant P rofessor of H istory

I t w ill not be my intention to answer the question “What

is Teaching?” I don’t think I can—and I don’t think I want
to try. The mystery in teaching pleases me and I don’t want
it analyzed into its component parts and judged against a
scale of 1 to 25. What I will attempt is a clarification of the
question by looking at a corollary of it: what is the college?
what is the university?
In the past few years a good many people, especially stu
dents, have been worrying over (and around) that problem,
some with a good deal of anger and some others with a large
measure of fear. On of the most recent indictments of the
university has come, ironically enough, from Jacques Barzun,
who feels that higher education has abandoned its traditional
values and has tragically dissipated its resources by selling out
to the ephemeral needs of society. Fortunately for his own
peace of mind, Professor Barzun’s manuscript apparently had
been delivered to Harper & Row and he, himself, had already
left the scene when Columbia University blew up. We can
only speculate on how the author of The American University
would have reacted had he still been the provost in Grayson
Kirk’s administration. There was a story circulating at Col
umbia last spring that President Kirk, one day, happened to
look out of his window and exclaimed, “Oh my God, there are
students on the campus! Does Leary know about this?”
Barzun’s book, which is as brilliant and as graceful as all
of his prose, represents for me the summary of the fear being
expressed by many in colleges and universities everywhere.
The senior faculty in most institutions were accustomed to a
large measure of respect and deference from their students
and in their bewilderment at the present state of things, some
professors see the solution in terms of a restoration of the
status quo ante bellum. These are men of good will who
simply do not understand why so many students should be
so terribly frustrated. Berkeley and Columbia may well be
the consequence of the decisions of some of these men, but
they were surely never the intention.
In all of the student rebellions—in Paris, Berlin, New
York—the one name that has reappeared is that of Herbert
Marcuse, the neo-Marxist philosopher whose hatred of the
mechanized, bureaucratized life of modern man has led him
to propose a revolutionizing of all society. Several months ago,
Marcuse was asked in an interview whether he was pleased
at seeing his name carried on placards and his words quoted
in so many student manifestoes. No, said Marcuse, he was
not pleased; he was distressed. Society needs to be radicalized
and politicized, but not the university! The university must
remain an island. I am sure that if any young rebels saw that
interview, they would merely cross out Marcuse’s name and
go on, fully confident now that all heroes are finks and that
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the universe itself is made of silly putty. And that would be
too bad because Herbert Marcuse is right: the university is
an island.
The university is greater than the sum of its parts; more
than the people who animate it and motivate it at any given
moment. The constituency of the college includes the past.
The dead have bequeathed to us a frightful burden—we must
preserve for them their immortality. (During the fifteenth
century, Aeneas Sylvius—later Pope Pius II—when made
aware of the possibility of a Turkish conquest of Europe,
wrote: “How many names of mighty men will perish! It is a
second death to Homer and to Plato!” ) The university must
shield knowledge against those who would abuse it; protect
the search for truth from those who claim truth and deny
the quest.
And there is more. What Henry Adams said of a teacher
can be said as well of the university: it affects eternity; it can
never tell where its influence stops. The university is responsi
ble to the future. Marcuse is right—the university is an
island—an island in time. The task of the men who inhabit
that island is to find the way to fulfill the multiple obligations
of the university; to determine how they may, with justice,
satisfy their covenant with the past, the present, and the
future.
The difficulties, of course, are many and they are not always
obvious. There is a tendency, for example, to assume that a
moral commitment to contemporary society is somehow in
compatible with the intellectual commitment to learning.
There are too many instances of the myopia that prevents
some from distinguishing between the institution and the men
who control it momentarily. There are too few among the
activist faculties who recognize that the sword they brandish
has two edges and can cut both ways. Theodore Roszak, in
his preface to the collection of essays entitled The Dissenting
Academy, says that the new agitation in American higher
education “may mean that the universities are about to cease
functioning as the handmaidens of whatever political, mili
tary, paramilitary, or economic elite happens to be financing
their operations. . . .” Professor Roszak seems unaware that
this may be another seduction, that he may become a leader
and a victim of another tyranny, no less dangerous and no
less specious than the ones he assaults.
(It is impossible not to mention that of the eleven con
tributors to The Dissenting Academy, two are members of the
faculty at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and one
other received his Ph.D. from that university. In early Decem
ber, the New York Times reported that M.I.T. had refused
to restore Walt W. Rostow to his professorship there appar

ently because of his reputation as a hard-line supporter of
the war in Viet Nam. It seems we are still a long way from
Olympus.)
I suggest that those of us who have been moved to active
protest by the inhuman effects of an unjust and immoral war
are not thereby forced to abandon Socrates. It would be folly
to endanger the teaching of all history because some his
torians have irresponsibly ignored the black man’s part in
U.S. history. Doing away with graduate schools is not the
way to deal with the irrelevancy of some graduate programs.
Destruction never was, and is not now, a suitable response
to abuse. The fabric of institutionalized education is repar
able—if we only remember that the corruption of the uni
versity was accomplished by men and is, therefore, suscepti
ble to cleansing by men.

motto for his coat-of-arms: "Cor ad cor loquitur—Heart
speaks to heart.”
One of the most recent and most judicious analyses of the
contemporary crisis in academic life is the report of the Cox
Commission created by the Columbia University trustees to
examine the tragic days of April and May, 1968, on that
campus. The report opens with a judgment on the current
student population: “The present generation of young people
in our universities is the best informed, the most intelligent,
and the most idealistic this country has ever known.” That
intelligence, thoughtfully harvested, and those ideals, cre
atively channelled, can mean restoration and renewal for the
university and for those who are pledged to its expanding
destiny. The profession of Socrates, irresistibly compelling and
mysteriously revived in each generation, is the promise of
Newman: Cor ad cor loquitur.

The academic world throughout the West is in the midst of
profound crisis, a crisis perhaps as great as that posed by
humanism to the medieval Scholastics, or by science to the
humanities in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. The
way out is beset by devilish obstacles which are difficult to
distinguish from one another. We may well choose to live
with our mendacity and our failure; the life of the pig is
indeed an ecstasy, especially if it is supported by the wealth
of government grants. Or we may find, when it is all over,
that we have been duped by false prophets who have tran
quillized us into a hardening of the status quo.
For myself, I reject the schemes of both the established
academics and the nihilists who attack them. I say no to
Barzun, who would have us violate our obligation to the
present. The belief that we can escape the questions by pre
tending they have not been voiced is an unacceptable answer.
To follow that path would put us into the company of the
clerks who refused to look through Galileo’s telescope. But
I am equally vehement in refusing the one dimensional slo
gans of young men like Daniel Cohn-Bendit and Mark Rudd
who have only persuaded me to cling more tightly to my
Milton. Both solutions would condemn us to irresponsible
actions; and worse, both would,limit the alternatives that
must be preserved for posterity.
Perhaps the way could be made clearer if we were able to
look at the problem differently; if we were to ask not what
we are doing, but why we do it. John Henry Newman defined
the university in terms of its goal which, he said, is to create
a gentleman. “It is almost a definition of a gentleman to say
that he is one who never inflicts pain.” Newman went fur
ther than simply describing the idea of a university. When he
was elevated to the College of Cardinals, he composed this
L a Salle, Summer, 1969

Dr. Weinstein, who joined the L a Salle staff after seven years
on the faculty at Temple University, was one of two recipients
of 1969 Lindback Awards for "distinguished teaching.”
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By J ohn J. K eenan , ’52
A ssociate P rofessor of E nglish

" A T L a Salle ? Y ou must be kidding!”
It had been a bad day at the office and now this. He grabbed
the newspaper from his wife and looked at the headline and
the picture. “La Salle Students Sit In Protesting Compulsory
ROTC”; the picture was recognizably College Hall, but the
students . . . well, some of them had beards and long hair.
Mr. Loyal Alumnus groaned.
“What is that place coming to anyway?” he said to his wife,
gazing sadly at the olive in the bottom of his glass. “In my
day you had to wear a coat and tie and they didn’t take any
of this nonsense. I think I’ll write a letter to the president.
Who’s in charge? That’s what I’d like to know.”
And he did write to the president. Maybe the hypothetical
drama above didn’t take place in your house last April, but
something like it took place in enough homes to bring a
noticeable increase in the president’s mail and at least one
vocal and lengthy meeting of the alumni association.
The reaction of a majority of La Salle alumni is the same
as that of alumni all over the country: puzzlement, an un
easy fear, and a righteous anger that urges some kind of
crack-down. The mood of the nation is reflected in a pro
posed House bill that would refuse federal aid to any college
that did not establish a code of conduct governing the be
havior of its students.
It is easy for the over-30 alumnus to be angry with today’s
students. The temptation is to generalize about their be
havior, their dress, their hair, their language, or whatever. But
the truth, as always, is complex and not easy to deal with in
satisfying emotional purges of righteous anger.
There was all the difference in the world, for example,
between La Salle’s sit-in last April and the Columbia riots or
the Cornell building-seizure. Though both were demonstra
tions of dissent from the decisions made by authority, the
degree and manner of expressing this dissent were significantly
different.
At La Salle, no one’s right to attend class was threatened,
no property was seized, no personnel were in any way abused.
The sit-in was part of a continuing dialogue among students,
faculty, and administration that had been going on for more
than a year; most of those participating saw it as one way of
demonstrating the depth of their concern over a particular
problem.
For those who had to depend on the often brief and mis
leading accounts of the April sit-in that appeared in the
newspapers, a close observer’s report and interpretation may
serve a useful purpose.
Long before the much-publicized Hesburgh statement,
Brother Daniel Bernian had made his position clear in a memo
to students and faculty. The memo supported the American
Association of University Professors’ statement condemning
demonstrations that interfered with the rights of free speech
or with the proper functioning of the educational processes of
the college. Students engaged in such disruption were advised
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that they would be liable to penalty “up to and including
expulsion.” But the President did not in any way attempt to
stifle the students’ right to peaceful dissent.
The sit-in was conducted along the non-disruptive guide
lines agreed upon by the administration and an ad hoc com
mittee of students. According to the committee leadership,
students felt that they had not been able to communicate
through the regular channels the depth of their opposition to
compulsory ROTC; the sit-in was an effort to urge College
Council to reconsider its previous 7-6 vote to continue the
program until January and then review the matter.
When the Council met later in the week to reconsider the
matter and voted to make ROTC voluntary, most newspapers
reported it as a capitulation to student demands. In the con
text of the national scene, many readers who could not have
known the full story saw it as just one more breakdown of
authority.
T hat kind of generalization fails completely to take into

account the complexity of the issue and Council members’
sincere efforts to be fair to both sides. In voting to permit
compulsory ROTC to continue until next January, the ma
jority of Council members were trying to act with careful
deliberation, permitting the ROTC people time to enact
reforms they had planned which would make the program
more academic and thereby meet some of the students’ ob
jections. The students, on the other hand, felt that the matter
had dragged on long enough and that it was now or never.
The sit-in was seen as a last-ditch effort to get the message
across to the administration in a peaceful and orderly way.
Those who changed their votes at the second Council bal
loting cannot reasonably be seen as “giving in” to student
radicals.
Some of the students would like to think that. Some of the
alumni who wrote intemperate letters to the College or with
drew their pledges were all too ready to believe that. They
were not present for the hours of meetings, the dozens of
dialogues that changed many minds. They were not present
for the three-hour faculty meeting which ended with the
faculty inviting those sitting-in to join them for refreshments.
They might well have been impressed with the sight of teach
ers, students, and administrators talking, arguing, discussing
the issues together until after midnight.
Although it is difficult to say which arguments changed
which Council members’ minds, one often-heard argument
was based on the College’s stated objectives, the point being
that compulsory military science was difficult to justify in the
light of these objectives. One Council member who changed
his vote said that he reconsidered because of new evidence: a
legitimate referendum had been taken since the first vote and
had indicated that students opposed the program 2 to 1; in
his opinion, the military’s arguments in favor of the compul
sory program did not weigh heavily enough to justify forcing
continued on page 36

A Special Report

W ho’s
in
Charge ?
Trustees . . . presidents . . .faculty . . . students, past and present:
who governs this society that we call ‘the academic community’?
h e c r y has been heard on many a campus
this year. It came from the campus neigh
borhood, from state legislatures, from cor
porations trying to recruit students as em
ployees, from the armed services, from the donors of
funds, from congressional committees, from church
groups, from the press, and even from the police:
“ Who’s in charge there?”
Surprisingly the cry also came from “inside” the
colleges and universities—from students and alumni,
from faculty members and administrators, and even
from presidents and trustees:
“ Who’s in charge here?”
And there was, on occasion, this variation: “Who
should be in charge here?”
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qu estio n s to ask about these highly
organized institutions of our highly organized society? A sign, as some have said, that
our colleges and universities are hopelessly
chaotic, that they need more “direction,” that they
have lagged behind other institutions of our society
in organizing themselves into smooth-running,
efficient mechanisms?
Or do such explanations miss the point? Do they
overlook much of the complexity and subtlety (and
perhaps some of the genius) of America’s higher
educational enterprise?
It is important to try to know.
trange

S

Here is one reason:
► Nearly 7-million students are now enrolled in
the nation’s colleges and universities. Eight years
hence, the total will have rocketed past 9.3-million.
The conclusion is inescapable: what affects our col
leges and universities will affect unprecedented
numbers of our people—and, in unprecedented
ways, the American character.
Here is another:
► “The campus reverberates today perhaps in
part because so many have come to regard [it] as
the most promising of all institutions for developing
cures for society’s ills.” [Lloyd H. Elliott, president
of George Washington University]
Here is another:
► “Men must be discriminating appraisers of
their society, knowing coolly and precisely what it is
about society that thwarts or limits them and there
fore needs modification.
“And so they must be discriminating protectors
of their institutions, preserving those features that
nourish and strengthen them and make them more
free.” [John W. Gardner, at Cornell University]
But who appraises our colleges and universities?
Who decides whether (and how) they need modify
ing? Who determines what features to preserve;
which features “nourish and strengthen them and
make them more free?” In short:
Who’s in charge there?

Who’s in Charge—I

The Trustees

C opyright 1969
by E ditorial Projects for E ducation, Inc.
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of the law, the people in
charge of our colleges and universities are
the trustees or regents—25,000 of them,
according to the educated guess of their
principal national organization, the Association of
Governing Boards.
“ In the long history of higher education in
America,” said one astute observer recently,
y the letter

“trustees have seldom been cast in a heroic role.”
For decades they have been blamed for whatever
faults people have found with the nation’s colleges
and universities.
Trustees have been charged, variously, with
representing the older generation, the white race,
religious orthodoxy, political powerholders, business
and economic conservatism—in short, The Estab
lishment. Other critics—among them orthodox
theologians, political powerholders, business and
economic conservatives—have accused trustees of
not being Establishment enough.
On occasion they have earned the criticisms. In
the early days of American higher education, when
most colleges were associated with churches, the
trustees were usually clerics with stern ideas of what
should and should not be taught in a church-related
institution. They intruded freely in curriculums,
courses, and the behavior of students and faculty
members.
On many Protestant campuses, around the turn
of the century, the clerical influence was lessened
and often withdrawn. Clergymen on their boards of
trustees were replaced, in many instances, by
businessmen, as the colleges and universities sought
trustees who could underwrite their solvency. As
state systems of higher education were founded, they
too were put under the control of lay regents or
trustees.
Trustee-faculty conflicts grew. Infringements of
academic freedom led to the founding, in 1915, of
the American Association of University Professors.
Through the association, faculty members developed
and gained wide acceptance of strong principles of
academic freedom and tenure. The conflicts eased—
but even today many faculty members watch their
institution’s board of trustees guardedly.
In the past several years, on some campuses,
trustees have come under new kinds of attack.
►At one university, students picketed a meeting
of the governing board because two of its members,
they said, led companies producing weapons used in
the war in Vietnam.
► On another campus, students (joined by some
faculty members) charged that college funds had
been invested in companies operating in racially
divided South Africa. The investments, said the
students, should be canceled; the board of trustees
should be censured.
►At a Catholic institution, two years ago, most
students and faculty members went on strike be
cause the trustees (comprising 33 clerics and 11 lay

men) had dismissed a liberal theologian from the
faculty. The board reinstated him, and the strike
ended. A year ago the board was reconstituted to
consist of 15 clerics and 15 laymen. (A similar shift
to laymen on their governing boards is taking place
at many Catholic colleges and universities.)
► A state college president, ordered by his
trustees to reopen his racially troubled campus, re
signed because, he said, he could not “reconcile
effectively the conflicts between the trustees” and
other groups at his institution.
ow do most trustees measure up to
their responsibilities? How do they react
to the lightning-bolts of criticism that,
by their position, they naturally attract?
We have talked in recent months with scores of
trustees and have collected the written views of
many others. Our conclusion: With some notable
(and often highly vocal) exceptions, both the
breadth and depth of many trustees’ understanding
of higher education’s problems, including the touch
iness of their own position, are greater than most
people suspect.
Many boards of trustees, we found, are showing
deep concern for the views of students and are going
to extraordinary lengths to know them better. In
creasing numbers of boards are rewriting their
by-laws to include students (as well as faculty
members) in their membership.
William S. Paley, chairman of cbs and a trustee
of Columbia University, said after the student out
breaks on that troubled campus:
“The university may seem [to students] like just
one more example of the establishment’s trying to
run their lives without consulting them. . . . It is
essential that we make it possible for students to
work for the correction of such conditions legitimate
ly and effectively rather than compulsively and
violently. . . .
“Legally the university is the board of trustees,
but actually it is very largely the community of
teachers and students. That a board of trustees
should commit a university community to policies
and actions without the components of that com
munity participating in discussions leading to such
commitments has become obsolete and unworkable.”
Less often than one might expect, considering
some of the provocations, did we find boards of
trustees giving “knee-jerk” reactions even to the
most extreme demands presented to them. Not very
long ago, most boards might have rejected such
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The role of higher education’s trustees often is misinterpreted and misunderstood

As others seek a greater voice, presidents are natural targets fo r their attack
demands out of hand; no longer. James M. Hester,
the president of New York University, described the
change:
“To the activist mind, the fact that our board
of trustees is legally entrusted with the property and
privileges of operating an educational institution is
more an affront than an acceptable fact. What is
considered relevant is what is called the social
reality, not the legal authority.
“A decade ago the reaction of most trustees and
presidents to assertions of this kind was a forceful
statement of the rights and responsibilities of a
private institution to do as it sees fit. While faculty
control over the curriculum and, in many cases,
student discipline was delegated by most boards
long before, the power of the trustees to set university
policy in other areas and to control the institution
financially was unquestioned.
“Ten years ago authoritarian answers to radical
questions were frequently given with confidence.
Now, however, authoritarian answers, which often
provide emotional release when contemplated, some
how seem inappropriate when delivered.”
Aresult, trustees everywhere are re-examining their role in the governance of
colleges and universities, and changes
seem certain. Often the changes will be
subtle, perhaps consisting of a shift in attitude, as
President Hester suggested. But they will be none
the less profound.
In the process it seems likely that trustees, as
Vice-Chancellor Ernest L. Boyer of the State Uni
versity of New York put it, will “recognize that the
college is not only a place where past achievements
are preserved and transmitted, but also a place
where the conventional wisdom is constantly sub
jected to merciless scrutiny.”
Mr. Boyer continued:
“A board member who accepts this fact will
remain poised when surrounded by cross-currents of
controversy. . . . He will come to view friction as an
essential ingredient in the life of a university, and
vigorous debate not as a sign of decadence, but of
robust health.
“And, in recognizing these facts for himself, the
trustee will be equipped to do battle when the
college—and implicitly the whole enterprise of
higher education—is threatened by earnest primi
tives, single-minded fanatics, or calculating dema
gogues.”
a s

Every eight years,
on the average, the members of a
college or university board must
provide a large part of the answer
by reaching, in Vice-Chancellor Boyer’s words,
“the most crucial decision a trustee will ever be
called upon to make.”
They must choose a new president for the place
and, as they have done with his predecessors, dele
gate much of their authority to him.
The task is not easy. At any given moment, it has
been estimated, some 300 colleges and universities
in the United States are looking for presidents. The
qualifications are high, and the requirements are so
exacting that many top-flight persons to whom a
presidency is offered turn down the job.
As the noise and violence level of campus protests
has risen in recent years, the search for presidents
has grown more difficult—and the turndowns more
frequent.
“Fellow targets,” a speaker at a meeting of col
lege presidents and other administrators called his
audience last fall. The audience laughed nervously.
The description, they knew, was all too accurate.
“Even in the absence of strife and disorder,
academic administrators are the men caught in the
middle as the defenders—and, altogether too often
these days, the beleaguered defenders—of institu
tional integrity,” Logan Wilson, president of the
American Council on Education, has said. “Al
though college or university presidencies are still
highly respected positions in our society, growing
numbers of campus malcontents seem bent on doing
everything they can to harass and discredit the
performers of these key roles.”
This is unfortunate—the more so because the
harassment frequently stems from a deep misunder
standing of the college administrator’s function.
The most successful administrators cast them
selves in a “staff” or “service” role, with the well
being of the faculty and students their central con
cern. Assuming such a role often takes a large
measure of stamina and goodwill. At many in
stitutions, both faculty members and students ha
bitually blame administrators for whatever ails them
—and it is hard for even the most dedicated of ad
ministrators to remember that they and the facultystudent critics are on the same side.
“Without administrative leadership,” philosopher
Sidney Hook has observed, “every institution . . .
runs down hill. The greatness of a university consists
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ho ’s in charge ?

Who's in Charge —II

The President

A college’s heart is its faculty. What p a rt should it have in running the place ?
predominantly in the greatness of its faculty. But
faculties . . . do not themselves build great faculties.
To build great faculties, administrative leadership
is essential.”
Shortly after the start of this academic year,
however, the American Council on Education re
leased the results of a survey of what 2,040 ad
ministrators, trustees, faculty members, and students
foresaw for higher education in the 1970’s. Most
thought “the authority of top administrators in
making broad policy decisions will be significantly
eroded or diffused.” And three out of four faculty
members said they found the prospect “desirable.”
Who’s in charge? Clearly the answer to that
question changes with every passing day.
the job of the president
has grown to unprecedented propor
tions. The old responsibilities of lead
ing the faculty and students have
proliferated. The new responsibilities of money
raising and business management have been heaped
on top of them. The brief span of the typical presi
dency—about eight years—testifies to the roughness
of the task.
Yet a president and his administration very often
exert a decisive influence in governing a college or
university. One president can set a pace and tone
that invigorate an entire institution. Another presi
dent can enervate it.
At Columbia University, for instance, following
last year’s disturbances there, an impartial fact
finding commission headed by Archibald Cox traced
much of the unrest among students and faculty
members to “Columbia’s organization and style of
administration” :
“The administration of Columbia’s affairs too
often conveyed an attitude of authoritarianism and
invited distrust. In part, the appearance resulted
from style; for example, it gave affront to read that
an influential university official was no more in
terested in student opinion on matters of intense
concern to students than he was in their taste for
strawberries.
“ In part, the appearance reflected the true state
of affairs. . . . The president was unwilling to sur
render absolute disciplinary powers. In addition,
government by improvisation seems to have been
not an exception, but the rule.”
At San Francisco State College, last December,
the leadership of Acting President S. I. Hayakawa,
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ith it all ,

whether one approved it or not, was similarly de
cisive. He confronted student demonstrators, prom
ised to suspend any faculty members or students
who disrupted the campus, reopened the institution
under police protection, and then considered the
dissidents’ demands.
But looking ahead, he said, “We must eventually
put campus discipline in the hands of responsible
faculty and student groups who will work coopera
tively with administrations . . . .”

W

ho ’s in charge ? “However the power

mixture may be stirred,” says Dean
W. Donald Bowles of American Uni
versity, “in an institution aspiring to
quality, the role of the faculty remains central. No
president can prevail indefinitely without at least
the tacit support of the faculty. Few deans will last
more than a year or two if the faculty does not
approve their policies.”
The power of the faculty in the academic ac
tivities of a college or university has long been recog
nized. Few boards of trustees would seriously con
sider infringing on the faculty’s authority over what
goes on in the classroom. As for the college or
university president, he almost always would agree
with McGeorge Bundy, president of the Ford Foun
dation, that he is, “on academic matters, the agent
and not the master of the faculty.”
A joint statement by three major organizations
representing trustees, presidents, and professors has
spelled out the faculty’s role in governing a college
or university. It says, in part:
“The faculty has primary responsibility for such
fundamental areas as curriculum, subject matter
and methods of instruction, research, faculty status,
and those aspects of student life which relate to the
educational process.
“ On these matters, the power of review or final
decision lodged in the governing board or delegated
by it to the president should be exercised adversely
only in exceptional circumstances. . . .
“The faculty sets the requirements for the degrees
offered in course, determines when the requirements
have been met, and authorizes the president and
board to grant the degrees thus achieved.
“Faculty status and related matters are primarily
a faculty responsibility. This area includes appoint
ments, reappointments, decisions not to reappoint,
promotions, the granting of tenure, and dismissal.
. . . The governing board and president should, on

questions of faculty status, as in other matters where
the faculty has primary responsibility, concur with
the faculty judgment except in rare instances and
for compelling reasons which should be stated in
detail.
“The faculty should actively participate in the
determination of policies and procedures governing
salary increases. . . .
“Agencies for faculty participation in the govern
ment of the college or university should be estab
lished at each level where faculty responsibility is
present. . . . ”
Few have quarreled with the underlying reason
for such faculty autonomy: the protection of aca
demic freedom. But some thoughtful observers of the
college and university scene think some way must be
found to prevent an undesirable side effect: the
perpetuation of comfortable ruts, in which individ
ual faculty members might prefer to preserve the
status quo rather than approve changes that the
welfare of their students, their institutions, and
society might demand.
The president of George Washington University,
Lloyd H. Elliott, put it this way last fall:
“Under the banner of academic freedom, [the
individual professor’s] authority for his own course
has become an almost unchallenged right. He has
been not only free to ignore suggestions for change,
but licensed, it is assumed, to prevent any change
he himself does not choose.
“Even in departments where courses are sequen
tial, the individual professor chooses the degree to
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The Faculty
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The Students

which he will accommodate his
course to others in the sequence.
The question then becomes: What
restructuring is possible or desirable
within the context of the professor’s
academic freedom?”
ANOTHER PHENOMENON has af-

fected the faculty’s role
in governing the colleges
and universities in recent
years. Louis T. Benezet, president
of the Claremont Graduate School
and University Center, describes it
thus:
“Socially, the greatest change that
has taken place on the American campus is the pro
fessionalization of the faculty. . . . The pattern of
faculty activity both inside and outside the institution
has changed accordingly.
“The original faculty corporation was the univer
sity. It is now quite unstable, composed of mobile
professors whose employment depends on regional
or national conditions in their field, rather than on
an organic relationship to their institution and even

less on the relationship to their administrative
heads. . . .
“With such powerful changes at work strengthen
ing the professor as a specialist, it has become more
difficult to promote faculty responsibility for edu
cational policy.”
Said Columbia trustee William S. Paley: “ It has
been my own observation that faculties tend to as
sume the attitude that they are a detached ar
bitrating force between students on one hand and
administrators on the other, with no immediate
responsibility for the university as a whole.”
et in theory ,

at least, faculty members
seem to favor the idea of taking a greater
part in governing their colleges and
universities. In the American Council on
Education’s survey of predictions for the 1970’s,
99 per cent of the faculty members who responded
said such participation was “highly desirable” or
“essential.” Three out of four said it was “almost
certain” or “very likely” to develop. (Eight out of
ten administrators agreed that greater faculty par
ticipation was desirable, although they were con
siderably less optimistic about its coming about.)
In another survey by the American Council on
Education, Archie R. Dykes—now chancellor of the
University of Tennessee at Martin—interviewed
106 faculty members at a large midwestern univer
sity to get their views on helping to run the in
stitution. He found “a pervasive ambivalence in
faculty attitudes toward participation in decision
making.”
Faculty members “ indicated the faculty should
have a strong, active, and influential role in de
cisions,” but “revealed a strong reticence to give the
time such a role would require,” Mr. Dykes re
ported. “Asserting that faculty participation is es
sential, they placed participation at the bottom of
the professional priority list and deprecated their
colleagues who do participate.”
Kramer Rohfleisch, a history professor at San
Diego State College, put it this way at a meeting of
the American Association of State Colleges and
Universities: “ If we do shoulder this burden [of
academic governance] to excess, just who will tend
the academic store, do the teaching, and extend the
range of human knowledge?”
The report of a colloquium at Teachers College,
New York, took a different view: “Future encoun
ters [on the campuses] may be even less likely of
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resolution than the present difficulties unless both
faculty members and students soon gain widened
perspectives on issues of university governance.”
a new group
has burst into the picture: the col
lege and university students them
selves.
The issues arousing students have been numerous.
Last academic year, a nationwide survey by Educa
tional Testing Service found, the Number 1 cause
of student unrest was the war in Vietnam; it caused
protests at 34 per cent of the 859 four-year colleges
and universities studied. The second most frequent
cause of unrest was dormitory regulations. This
year, many of the most violent campus demonstra
tions have centered on civil rights.
In many instances the stated issues were the real
causes of student protest. In others they provided
excuses to radical students whose aims were less the
correction of specific ills or the reform of their col
leges and universities than the destruction of the
political and social system as a whole. It is impor
tant to differentiate the two, and a look at the
dramatis personae can be instructive in doing so.
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“New Left,” not to be confused with old-style liberalism—is Students for a Democratic Society, whose
leaders often use the issue of university
reform to mobilize support from their fellow students
and to “radicalize” them. The major concern of
sds is not with the colleges and universities per se,
but with American society as a whole.
“ It is basically impossible to have an honest
university in a dishonest society,” said the chairman
of sds at Columbia, Mark Rudd, in what was a fairly
representative statement of the sds attitude. Last
year’s turmoil at Columbia, in his view, was im
mensely valuable as a way of educating students
and the public to the “corrupt and exploitative”
nature of U.S. society.
“ It’s as if you had reformed Heidelberg in 1938,”
an sds member is likely to say, in explanation of his
philosophy. “You would still have had Hitler’s
Germany outside the university walls.”
The sds was founded in 1962. Today it is a loosely
organized group with some 35,000 members, on
about 350 campuses. Nearly everyone who has
studied the sds phenomenon agrees its members are
highly idealistic and very bright. Their idealism has

‘Student power has many meanings, as the young seek a role in college governance

Attached to a college (intellectually,
led them to a disappointment with the society
around them, and they have concluded it is corrupt.
Most sds members disapprove of the Russian
experience with socialism, but they seem to admire
the Cuban brand. Recently, however, members re
turning from visits to Cuba have appeared disil
lusioned by repressive measures they have seen the
government applying there.
The meetings of sds—and, to a large extent, the
activities of the national organization, generally—
have an improvisational quality about them. This
often carries over into the sds view of the future.
“ We can’t explain what form the society will take
after the revolution,” a member will say. “We’ll
just have to wait and see how it develops.”
In recent months the sds outlook has become in
creasingly bitter. Some observers, noting the escala
tion in militant rhetoric coming from sds head
quarters in Chicago, fear the radical movement soon
may adopt a more openly aggressive strategy.
Still, it is doubtful that sds, in its present state of
organization, would be capable of any sustained,
concerted assault on the institutions of society. The
organization is diffuse, and its members have a
strong antipathy toward authority. They dislike
carrying out orders, whatever the source.
in the long run, most
observers believe, will be the U.S. National
Student Association. In the current spectrum
of student activism on the campuses, leaders
of the nsa consider their members “moderates,” not
radicals. A former nsa president, Edward A.
Schwartz, explains the difference:
“The moderate student says, ‘We’ll go on strike,
rather than burn the buildings down.’ ”
The nsa is the national organization of elected
student governments on nearly 400 campuses. Its
Washington office shows an increasing efficiency
and militancy—a reflection, perhaps, of the fact that
many college students take student government
much more seriously, today, than in the past.
The nsa talks of “student power” and works at it:
more student participation in the decision-making
at the country’s colleges and universities. And it
wants changes in the teaching process and the
traditional curriculum.
In pursuit of these goals, the nsa sends advisers
around the country to help student governments
with their battles. The advisers often urge the
students to take their challenges to authority to the
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ar more influential

emotionally) and detached (physically), alum ni can he a great and healthy force
courts, and the nsa’s central office maintains an
up-to-date file of precedent cases and judicial
decisions.
A major aim of nsa this year is reform of the
academic process. With a $315,000 grant from the
Ford Foundation, the association has established a
center for educational reform, which encourages
students to set up their own classes as alternative
models, demonstrating to the colleges and univer
sities the kinds of learning that students consider
worthwhile.
The Ford grant, say nsa officials, will be used to
“generate quiet revolutions instead of ugly ones”
on college campuses. The nsa today is an organiza
tion that wants to reform society from within,
rather than destroy it and then try to rebuild.
Also in the picture are organizations of militant
Negro students, such as the Congress for the Unity
of Black Students, whose founding sessions at Shaw
University last spring drew 78 delegates from 37
colleges and universities. The congress is intended
as a campus successor to the Student Nonviolent
Coordinating Committee. It will push for courses on
the history, culture, art, literature, and music of
Negroes. Its founders urged students to pursue their
goals without interfering with the orderly operation
of their colleges or jeopardizing their own academic
activities. (Some other organizations of black students
are considerably more militant.)
And, as a “constructive alternative to the disrup
tive approach,” an organization called Associated
Student Governments of the U.S.A. claims a mem
bership of 150 student governments and proclaims
that it has “no political intent or purpose,” only
“the sharing of ideas about student government.”
These are some of the principal national groups.
In addition, many others exist as purely local or
ganizations, concerned with only one campus or
specific issues.
whose aim is outright dis
ruption for disruption’s sake, many such
student reformers are gaining a respectful
hearing from college and university ad
ministrators, faculty members, and trustees—even
as the more radical militants are meeting greater
resistance. And increasing numbers of institutions
have devised, or are seeking, ways of making the
students a part of the campus decision-making
process.
It isn’t easy. “The problem of constructive student
x c e p t f o r t h o se
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participation—participation that gets down to the
‘nitty-gritty’—is of course difficult,” Dean C. Peter
Magrath of the University of Nebraska’s College of
Arts and Sciences has written. “Students are birds
of passage who usually lack the expertise and
sophistication to function effectively on complex
university affairs until their junior and senior years.
Within a year or two they graduate, but the ad
ministration and faculty are left with the policies
they helped devise. A student generation lasts for
lour years; colleges and universities are more
permanent.”
Yale University’s President Kingman Brewster,
testifying before the National Commission on the
Causes and Prevention of Violence, gave these four
“prescriptions” for peaceful student involvement:
► Free expression must be “absolutely guaran
teed, no matter how critical or demonstrative it
may be.”
► Students must have an opportunity to take
part in “the shaping and direction of the programs,
activities, and regulations which affect them.”
► Channels of communication must be kept
open. “The freedom of student expression must be
matched by a willingness to listen seriously.”
► The student must be treated as an individual,
with “considerable latitude to design his own
program and way of life.”
With such guidelines, accompanied by positive
action to give students a voice in the college and
university affairs that concern them, many observers
think a genuine solution to student unrest may be
attainable. And many think the students’ contribu
tion to college and university governance will be
substantial, and that the nation’s institutions of
higher learning will be the better for it.
“Personally,” says Otis A. Singletary, vice-chan
cellor for academic affairs at the University of
Texas, “my suspicion is that in university reform,
the students are going to make a real impact on the
improvement of undergraduate teaching.”
Says Morris B. Abram, president of Brandeis
University: “Today’s students are physically, emo
tionally, and educationally more mature than my
generation at the same age. Moreover, they have
become perceptive social critics of society. The re
formers among them far outnumber the disrupters.
There is little reason to suppose that . . . if given
the opportunity, [they] will not infuse good judg
ment into decisions about the rules governing their
lives in this community.”

Who’s in Charge?

Ideally, a Community
As f a r as the academ ic com m unity is concerned,
C V Benjamin Franklin’s remark about hanging to
gether or hanging separately has never been more
apt. T he desire for change is better expressed in
com m on future-m aking than in disputing who is in
and who is out—or how far.
—J

ohn

C a f f r e y , American Council on Education

A college or university can be governed well only by a sense o f its community
Trustees and ad
ministrators, faculty members and
students. Any other answer—any
authoritarian answer from one of
the groups alone, any call from outside for more
centralization of authority to restore “order” to
the campuses—misses the point of the academic
enterprise as it has developed in the United States.
The concept of that enterprise echoes the European
idea of a community of scholars—self-governing,
self-determining—teachers and students sharing the
goal of pursuing knowledge. But it adds an idea that
from the outset was uniquely American: the belief
that our colleges and universities must not be selfcentered and ingrown, but must serve society.
This idea accounts for putting the ultimate legal
authority for our colleges and universities in the
hands of the trustees or regents. They represent the
view of the larger, outside interest in the institu
tions: the interest of churches, of governments, of the
people. And, as a part of the college or university’s
government, they represent the institution to the
public: defending it against attack, explaining its
case to legislatures, corporations, labor unions,
church groups, and millions of individual citizens.
Each group in the campus community has its own
interests, for which it speaks. Each has its own
authority to govern itself, which it exercises. Each
has an interest in the institution as a whole, which
it expresses. Each, ideally, recognizes the interests of
the others, as well as the common cause.
That last, difficult requirement, of course, is
where the process encounters the greatest risk of
breakdown.
“Almost any proposal for major innovation in the
universities today runs head-on into the opposition
of powerful vested interests,” John W. Gardner has
observed. “And the problem is compounded by the
fact that all of us who have grown up in the aca
demic world are skilled in identifying our vested
interests with the Good, the True, and the Beautiful,
so that any attack on them is, by definition,
subversive.”
In times of stress, the risk of a breakdown is
especially great. Such times have enveloped us all,
in recent years. The breakdowns have occurred, on
some campuses—at times spectacularly.
Whenever they happen, cries are heard for
abolishing the system. Some demand that campus
authority be gathered into the hands of a few, who
would then tighten discipline and curb dissent.

W

ho ’s in charge?

Others—at the other end of the spectrum—demand
the destruction of the whole enterprise, without
proposing any alternatives.
If the colleges and universities survive these
demands, it will be because reason again has taken
hold. Men and women who would neither destroy
the system nor prevent needed reforms in it are
hard at work on nearly every campus in America,
seeking ways to keep the concept of the academic
community strong, innovative, and workable.
The task is tough, demanding, and likely to con
tinue for years to come. “For many professors,”
said the president of Cornell University, James A.
Perkins, at a convocation of alumni, “the time re
quired to regain a sense of campus community . . .
demands painful choices.” But wherever that sense
has been lost or broken down, regaining it is
essential.
The alternatives are unacceptable. “ If this com
munity forgets itself and its common stake and
destiny,” John Caffrey has written, “there are
powers outside that community who will be only
too glad to step in and manage for us.” Chancellor
Samuel B. Gould, of the State University of New
York, put it in these words to a committee of the
state legislature:
“This tradition of internal governance . . . must—
at all cost—be preserved. Any attempt, however
well-intentioned, to ignore trustee authority or to
undermine the university’s own patterns of opera
tion, will vitiate the spirit of the institution and, in
time, kill the very thing it seeks to preserve.”
The jigsaw
puzzle, put together on the preced
ing page, shows the participants:
trustees, administrators, professors,
students, ex-students. But a piece is missing. It must
be supplied, if the answer to our question is to be
accurate and complete.
It is the American people themselves. By direct
and indirect means, on both public and private
colleges and universities, they exert an influence
that few of them suspect.
The people wield their greatest power through
governments. For the present year, through the 50
states, they have appropriated more than $5-billion
in tax funds for college and university operating
expenses alone. This is more than three times the
$1.5-billion of only eight years ago. As an expression
of the people’s decision-making power in higher
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Simultaneously, much power is held by 'outsiders' usually unaware o f their role
education, nothing could be more eloquent.
Through the federal government, the public’s
power to chart the course of our colleges and uni
versities has been demonstrated even more dramat
ically. How the federal government has spent
money throughout U.S. higher education has
changed the colleges and universities in a way that
few could have visualized a quarter-century ago.
Here is a hard look at what this influence has
meant. It was written by Clark Kerr for the
Brookings Institution’s “Agenda for the Nation,”
presented to the Nixon administration:
“ Power is allocated with money,” he wrote.
“The day is largely past of the supremacy of the
autocratic president, the all-powerful chairman of
the board, the feared chairman of the state appro
priations committee, the financial patron saint, the
all-wise foundation executive guiding higher educa
tion into new directions, the wealthy alumnus with
his pet projects, the quiet but effective representa
tives of the special interests. This shift of power can
be seen and felt on almost every campus. Twenty
years of federal impact has been the decisive in
fluence in bringing it about.
“Decisions are being made in more places, and

Who’s in Charge—V

The Public

Illustrated by Jerry Dadds

more of these places are external to the campus.”
The process began with the land-grant movement
of the nineteenth century, which enlisted higher
education’s resources in the industrial and agri
cultural growth of the nation. It reached explosive
proportions in World War II, when the govern
ment went to the colleges and universities for
desperately needed technology and research. After
the war, spurred by the launching of Russia’s
Sputnik, federal support of activities on the campuses
grew rapidly.
every year went
to the campuses for research. Most of
it was allocated to individual faculty
members, and their power grew pro
portionately. So did their independence from the
college or university that employed them. So did
the importance of research in their lives. Clearly
that was where the money and prestige lay; at
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many research-heavy universities, targe numbers of
faculty members found that their teaching duties
somehow seemed less important to them. Thus the
distribution of federal funds had substantially
changed many an institution of higher education.
Washington gained a role in college and uni
versity decision-making in other ways, as well.
Spending money on new buildings may have had no
place in an institution’s planning, one year; other
expenditures may have seemed more urgent. But
when the federal government offered large sums
of money for construction, on condition that the
institution match them from its own pocket, what
board or president could turn the offer down?
Not that the influence from Washington was
sinister; considering the vast sums involved, the
federal programs of aid to higher education have
been remarkably free of taint. But the federal power
to influence the direction of colleges and uni
versities was strong and, for most, irresistible.
Church-related institutions, for example, found
themselves re-examining—and often changing—
their long-held insistence on total separation of
church and state. A few held out against taking
federal funds, but with every passing year they
found it more difficult to do so. Without accepting
them, a college found it hard to compete.

T

he power of the public to influence the
campuses will continue. The Carnegie
Commission on Higher Education, in
its important assessment issued in Decem

The report on this and the preceding 15
pages is the product of a cooperative en
deavor in which scores of schools, colleges,
and universities are taking part. It was pre
pared under the direction of the group listed
below, who form e d i t o r i a l p r o j e c t s f o r
e d u c a t i o n , a non-profit organization associ
ated with the American Alumni Council.

ber, said that by 1976 federal support for the
nation’s colleges and universities must grow to
$13-billion a year.
“What the American nation now needs from
higher education,” said the Carnegie Commission,
“can be summed up in two words: quality and
equality.”
How far the colleges and universities will go in
meeting these needs will depend not basically on
those who govern the colleges internally, but on the
public that, through the government, influences
them from without.
“The fundamental question is this,” said the
State University of New York’s Chancellor Gould:
“Do we believe deeply enough in the principle of
an intellectually free and self-regulating university
that we are willing to exercise the necessary caution
which will permit the institution—with its faults—
to survive and even flourish?”
In answering that question, the alumni and
alumnae have a crucial part to play. As former
students, they know the importance of the higher
educational process as few others do. They under
stand why it is, and must be, controversial; why
it does, and must, generate frictions; why it is,
and must, be free. And as members of the public,
they can be higher education’s most informed and
persuasive spokesmen.
Who’s in charge here? The answer is at once
simple and infinitely complex.
The trustees are. The faculty is. The students are.
The president is. You are.

Naturally, in a report of such length and
scope, not all statements necessarily reflect
the views of all the persons involved, or of
their institutions. Copyright © 1969 by Edi
torial Projects for Education, Inc. All rights
reserved; no part may be reproduced without
the express permission of the editors. Printed
in U. S. A.
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IN SEARCH OF A COMMUNITY—continued

Is

LaSalle guilty of ‘softness’ toward students?

it upon a majority who clearly did not want it.
The positive value of the sit-in was not that it changed a
decision that students did not like, but that it created through
crisis a closer communication among the various elements on
campus. It was painful, it could have been dangerous; but in
the opinion of this observer, the sit-in at La Salle had more
positive than negative effects, especially in the evolution of
the College’s sense of community.
I n sum, there are sit-ins and there are sit-ins: some are
constructive, legitimate expressions of student concern; others
are anarchistic and destructive attacks lacking both wisdom
and charity, and representing only the most sentimental and
simplistic Rousseauism.
But many people see such distinctions as unimportant. They
point out that the real attack is on authority, no matter how
idealistic the particular cause may be. And it is this attack,
they say, that must be repelled at all costs.
There is no doubt that authority does not mean what it
once did. It used to have a beautiful simplicity: obey the man
with the title, whether it be father, king, pope or president.
Since the authority of such a leader implicitly came from
above, it was absolute. But things change. Fathers no longer
sell their children into bondage without consulting their wives
or considering the children. Kings bow to parliaments, popes
call councils, and college presidents talk to practically every
body before deciding on anything.
As theologian John McKenzie points out in his discussion
of the nature of authority, “We do not have power first and
then a society in which power may be exercised; first we have
the society with its own end, and then authority as one of the
means by which the end is achieved.” The moral base of
authority rests on its ability to command “the right thing to
do,” that is, that which is in keeping with the ends for which
the society exists.
But what happens when there is disagreement about the
ends for which a particular society (a college, say) exists?
If we are not to be caught in an absolutism on one hand or
the chaos of complete individualism on the other, says
McKenzie, there must exist some channel that will permit
authority and the governed to sit down together and arrive at
some common judgment on the reasonableness of a particular
regulation or command.
In a philosophical nutshell, that is exactly what has been
happening on many college campuses. The concept of author
ity is being redefined. Instead of being exercised by one
source—be it president, trustees, faculty, students or alumni
—it is being widely spread throughout all of these groups.
To bring all of this theorizing down to the practical level,
let us look at some of the changes in the structure of
authority that have taken place at La Salle since the first great
surge of growth after World War II.
Brother G. Paul, who served as president between 1945 and
36

1952, remembers his principal task as that of creating some
sort of organization capable of dealing with a student popu
lation increasing at the rate of 100% per term. Most major
planning decisions were made by the president, with whatever
informal counsel he chose to seek out.
The president did establish some administrative and faculty
committees, the most important of which was the committee on
college policy. In addition to the president, this committee
included the dean, the registrar, and four of the senior faculty
members, including Drs. Roland Holroyd and Joseph Flubacher. The size of the College made informal discussion
practicable, but, as Brother Paul recalls, there was no doubt
that the responsibility and the power lay with the president.
“The faculty showed little interest in participating in ad
ministrative problems and the students did not have, nor did
they expect to have, any voice in policy-making,” he said.
“Everybody was so over-loaded with work in those days that
only the president could be expected to concern himself with
long-run planning.”
If the president did not have to concern himself in those
days with continuing consultation with faculty and students,
he did have one other power source to consider whenever he
made a decision. From the days of Denis Cardinal Dougherty,
the Archdiocese of Philadelphia had often shown an active
interest in dabbling in the affairs of Catholic institutions, in
cluding colleges. The late Cardinal Dougherty was honorary
chairman of the board of managers until his death in 1951.
Decisions regarding property sales, building plans, and the
like were usually cleared with the Archbishop’s office. Though
Dougherty’s successor did not choose to sit on the board, the
Archdiocese continued to be an occasional factor in the
College’s decision-making processes throughout the 1950’s.
D espite whatever complications this practice may have
engendered, Brother Paul made innumerable decisions of farreaching consequence, and he made them largely on the basis
of his own analysis and judgment. He instituted a new cur
riculum, carried out Mr. Joseph Sprissler’s suggestion to start
an evening division, built a library instead of the fieldhouse
some alumni supporters wanted, brought an ROTC unit to
the campus, and began the residence halls.
The centralizing of power in the office of president appears
to have increased rather than diminished during the admin
istration of Brother Stanislaus (1952-58). The committee on
college policy, which included faculty members up until
1954, is not listed in the catalogue for 1956-57, for example,
and was replaced by a College Council made up entirely of
administrators.
Brother Stanislaus made efforts to revitalize the Board of
Managers, which had exercised little other than ceremonial
power, but he was only partially successful. The president
remained the focal point of important decision-making on the
campus.

T he administration of Brother Daniel Bernian (1958-69)

seems likely to be remembered for the new directions it
charted in decentralizing authority. In his desire to make use
of the talent available, Brother Bernian made a series of
moves that brought the College into step with the best think
ing in educational and business circles. First, he reorganized
the administrative structure under four vice-presidents, en
couraging each vice-president to further delegate authority
within his area. The powers and responsibilities of department
chairmen were greatly upgraded.
Many business firms had pioneered the “committee” or
“team” concept of decision-making on the theory that many
good minds interacting might take longer to reach a decision,
but in the long run that decision was more likely to gain
support, having been the work of an involved and committed
group rather than an autocratic decision handed down from
above.
The vice president for academic affairs, Brother Daniel
Burke, was particularly active in seeking the wisdom of the
faculty through enlarged participation in important com
mittees on academic development, curriculum, and other such
areas. The faculty was deeply involved in the self-study of
1963 and gradually became accustomed to participation in
policy making. As a result of the first faculty workshop in
1965, the machinery was set in motion to establish a Faculty
Senate. Through this institution and the seating of three of its
members on College Council, the participation of the faculty
in policy-making was assured.
Now, most observers of the college scene do not object to
a larger voice for faculty in the policies of the institution.
What they do object to most strenuously is the idea that the
students are taking over the place, that the administration
lacks sufficient resolution to rule. The attitude is crystallized
in the memorable mixture of metaphors produced by Repre
sentative William J. Scherle (R-Ia.), sponsor of a “get-tough”
resolution to cut off federal funds from troublesome colleges.
Said Representative Scherle: “Perhaps this will put a little
starch in the backbone of weak-kneed administrators.”
Is La Salle guilty of “softness toward students”? Is the
administration turning too much power over to those who are
immature, radical, and dangerous?
The evidence does not support such contentions. It is cer
tainly true that students are no longer ignored; they are treated
as one segment of the college community. They are invited
to share in the concerns of that community by sitting on
committees with faculty members and administrators. In these
meetings their opinions are weighed on their merits, not re
jected or unheard because of their student status.
Student participation is today a fact of life at La Salle
College. Most departments have organized departmental
boards so that their majors will have representation in de
partmental policy. The feeling of many chairmen is that these
La Salle, Summer, 1969

boards offer a desirable means of communication with the
departments majors. Students have had some valuable con
tributions to make in the re-structuring of certain English and
psychology courses, for example.
In addition to representation on major committees, students
last year (with the support of the Faculty Senate) gained
three seats on College Council, the principal advisory body to
the president on programs, budget, and policy.
One of the outcomes of the sit-in last April was the estab
lishment of a committee of students, faculty, and administra
tors to study the decision-making process of the College. This
committee has been meeting weekly throughout the summer
doing the laborious, time-consuming work necessary before
making recommendations. The committee’s recommendations
will then be submitted for thorough discussion by faculty,
administration, and student body before a vote will be taken.
Such work is not that of irresponsible student agitators. At
La Salle, the structures are evolving to give students a voice
and a role to play in the life of the College.
A s J im m y D urante used to say, “Everybody wants to get
into the act!” As student-faculty participation in policy making
has grown, there have been signs of a stirring of interest
among both the alumni and the Board of Trustees.
Members of the alumni association joined with students
and faculty in extended dialogues during Education Week.
An Alumni Advisory Council has been formed to strengthen
relationships with the individual departments so that current
students may benefit from the advice and counsel of alumni
presently working in that field. There is some feeling among
members of the alumni association executive board that a
representative of the association should have an ex officio
seat on the Board of Trustees.
The new role to be played by the Trustees remains to be
seen. The Board has just been reorganized and enlarged, with
lay members now in the majority. Several of the new mem
bers have expressed a desire to get closer to the day-to-day
operation of the College so that they may better understand
its problems. To this end, a delegation from the Board sat
with the new committee studying the decision-making process
for a searching discussion of the role to be played by each
segment of the community.
“Who’s in Charge?” The pessimist may grumble, “Nobody.
That’s the trouble.”
But a thoughtful analysis of the situation at La Salle sug
gests that a better answer might be, “Everybody—adminis
tration, faculty, students, trustees, and alumni. All of these
groups are today working hard and painfully toward an
understanding of what it means to be a college community.”

Mr. Keenan, who joined the La Salle staff in 1959, has been
a frequent contributor to L a Salle and many other scholarly
and general circulation periodicals.
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Around Campus

College Hall Sit-In: Sounds of Silence

And in the naked light I saw
Ten thousand people, maybe more.
People talking without speaking,
People hearing without listening,
People writing songs that voices
never share,
No one dared, disturb the
Sound of Silence.
“Sounds of Silence ”
P aul Simon

by

o some , it was the birth of The Move
ment at La Salle, a subversive attack
on constituted authority.
Others saw it as an all-too-feeble effort
to gain student power from both the ad
ministration and student government, so
called.
Actually, it was neither.
There are as many views of the four
day College Hall sit-in this April as there
were demonstrators — probably more,
since at no time did their number exceed
300.
The protest did not begin this Spring,
however. It was nearly as old as the Army
Reserve Officers Training Corps (ROTC)
program at La Salle. Although many
ROTC demonstrations wracked campuses
across the nation last spring, the antiROTC protest at La Salle was unique in
that it hinged not on the ROTC itself, but
on the fact that the first year of the pro
gram was compulsory for all freshmen.
Even though the La Salle “cause”
broadened during the sit-in to include a
“study of the decision-making process,”
the compulsory aspect of ROTC was the
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issue that made it possible to radicalize
enough students to assure a successful
protest.
Unlike the recent outbursts at Harvard,
Dartmouth and on other campuses, the
issue was never whether ROTC had a
place on the campus. La Salle was among
the few schools which retained a manda
tory ROTC program for freshmen and,
until 1965, had a compulsory first two
years.
Similar to other campus ROTC pro
tests, however, the La Salle ROTC issue
remained dormant until the Vietnam con
flict dramatized the role of the military in
many facets of American life today. Dur
ing the past 18 months, there were several
“anti-ROTC” demonstrations which occured at traditional ROTC functions, i.e.,
the Mass of St. Barbara and the annual
review.
But even Vietnam and campus ROTC
events failed to mobilize a significant stu
dent reaction to mandatory ROTC. It was
decisions by two campus bodies which ap
parently triggered the protest.
Last December, after a highly contro
versial poll of students and faculty ap
parently revealed opinion against compul
sory ROTC, the Faculty Senate voted 10-4
to retain mandatory ROTC. The issue
boiled over this March when the College
Council, seriously divided over the issue,
voted 7-6 to keep the ROTC program
mandatory for freshmen.
It was at this point, after deliberations
by two of the College’s most important
bodies, that 75 students formed an Ad
Hoc Committee (AHC) which then pe

titioned College Council with some 1750
names to change its decision.
Council, which has three faculty mem
bers and three students among its 14 mem
bers, reconsidered the matter but would
not alter its vote. Instead, it directed that
a plebiscite be held to determine student
and faculty opinion on the matter.
A majority of the students and faculty
voted to make the ROTC program en
tirely voluntary, although the faculty
surprisingly voted 65-62 to retain the
mandatory first year. The students voted
1159-556 for a voluntary program and the
administration 19-8 retain the compulsory
freshman year. The total vote was 1229640 favoring voluntary participation.
It was at this point that students and
administration seemed to become polar
ized and communication became meaning
less. The AHC “insisted” that the Council
“confirm the results of the plebiscite” or
there would be “no alternative left but
direct action.” The Council, instead of
deciding itself whether the results of pleb
iscite merited reconsideration of its earlier
vote, decided to pass the entire issue on to
the board of trustees for final considera
tion.
All indications now are that Council
considered this to be a way of giving the
issue to a body more capable of “im
partial” consideration. To the AHC, how
ever, it was a ‘cop out’—Council had
passed the buck.
Moreover, the AHC denied the right of
the trustees to even consider the problem.
“All future questions of an academic na
ture,” their manifesto published during

Sit-In Vignettes: a meeting in the student chapel (left); an
“ indictment” of a visible sign of society (center),
and St. La Salle’s view of the protesters.
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the sit-in stated, “should be decided, not
by the trustees, but by a decision-making
body composed entirely of members of the
La Salle community.”
The battle lines were now clearly
drawn: the trustees had been asked to de
cide upon an issue which a number of
students considered (1) already decided
by the plebiscite and (2) beyond the trus
tees jurisdiction in the first place.
Some 200 students sat down in the first
floor corridors of College Hall shortly af
ter noon on Tuesday, April 15. It was an
odd sight, this group of La Salle students
who were willing to subject themselves to
inconvenience and occasional ridicule
just because they believed in what they
said.
There have been many assertions and
much conjecture about “outsiders” taking
part in the demonstration; some with a
conspiratorial bent suggest “outsiders”
planned and controlled the entire protest.
It is difficult, if not impossible, for any
one to be certain about participation by
“outsiders,” but excepting some girl
friends from other colleges, most were
recognizable as La Salle students. Another
exception was the local commander of a
veteran’s group who made a brief but
boisterous visit one evening.
The demonstration continued for three
nights and days, with both student and
administration representatives negotiating
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in marathon sessions continuing through
out much of each night. By now the stu
dents’ demands included the “review of
the decision-making process” and the ex
clusion of trustees from academic deci
sions, and the A.H.C. was joined by the
Black Student Union (BSU).
Curiously, it was the ROTC issue—the
spark for the fire—that was first resolved.
Brother Daniel Bernian, F.S.C., Ph.D.,
then La Salle president, and his negotia
tors announced Wednesday night that the
ROTC program would be optional for
freshmen entering La Salle this fall.
But the “decision making” point would
take many more hours of negotiating to
work out. Merely the composition of a
committee to study the matter was a
thorny problem — one which persisted
long after the sit-in, because existing stu
dent government organizations contested
the right of the AHC and BSU to have
what they considered inordinate represen
tation on the committee.
The sit-in ended with a whimper, not a
bang. Somehow, perhaps because of sim
ple fatigue, the student demonstrators
seemed as pleased by the end of their or
deal as by any accomplishment.
Or, perhaps subconsciously, they real
ized it was really an unhappy victory, one
predicated upon “demands,” “capitula
tion,” “ultimatums” and, yes, “victory.”

Too often, it seems, the rhetoric of our
time controls (at least influences) our ac
tions.
It was also a testimony to the failure of
human communication, which, ironically,
despite technological methods rivaling the
science fiction of only a decade past, seems
to have changed little since the Stone Age.
Which is not to say that the grave prob
lems facing colleges and universities could
now be solved merely by better communi
cation techniques. College presidents are
clearly being squeezed from both sides—
campus radicals seeking more power and
an outraged public clamoring for more
stringent controls.
But one can not help but wonder just
how the radical movement was born and
wherein lies its appeal. It is easy (and
probably somewhat correct) to blame our
problems on too many parents following
Dr. Spock’s permissive advice over the
past three decades. But surely there must
also have been many college administra
tors who either couldn’t or wouldn’t com
municate with the students they ostensi
bly served.
People talking without speaking,
People hearing without listening,
People writing songs that voices
never share,
No one dared, disturb the
Sound of Silence
R.W.H.

Laymen Control
Trustee Majority
T h e College this semester announced a
sweeping revision of its board of trustees,
which for the first time in the 106-year
history of the College will be controlled
by laymen.
The new board, which is the legal
policy-approval body at La Salle, became
effective Feb. 11 at the initial meeting
under a revised constitution that specifies
membership be increased from 12 to 18
members, 11 of whom must be laymen.
At least two of the lay members are not
Roman Catholics.
The new constitution also provides
that a layman may be elected chairman of
the board, which is now headed by
Brother James Carey, F.S.C., provincial
of the Baltimore District of the Brothers
of the Christian Schools, the teaching or
der which conducts the College. Brother
Carey was re-elected last fall for an in
terim period which concludes this Octo
ber.
The remaining seven posts on the board
are to be held by Christian Brothers.
Although La Salle has had laymen on
its board since the founding of the College
in 1963, the body was formerly com
posed largely of religious, among them
several prominent members of the clergy
in the Philadelphia area. The late Denis
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Cardinal Dougherty was once board chair
man.
Four lay members of the board were
re-elected in the revitalization. They are
industrialists John F. Connelly and Joseph
Schmitz, Jr., builder John McShain, and
H. Blake Hayman, M.D., a physician.
The new lay members are F. Bruce
Baldwin former chairman of the board,
Horn and Hardart Baking Co.; William
B. Walker, former president, First Pennsysvania Banking and Trust Co.; Francis
J. Braceland, M.D., professor of psychia
try, Yale University; Charles McDonald
Grace, president, McDonald Co., New
York; Theodore H. Mecke, a vice presi
dent of the Ford Motor Co.; Dr. George
D. O’Brien, dean of Middlebury College,
Vermont, and Francis J. Dunleavy.
The revised constitution also limits the
number of members from the La Salle
staff to one—the president of the College.
Also specified is that at least three mem
bers must be alumni.
Former La Salle president Brother
Daniel Bernian, F.S.C., called the revised
board “a body of men who are capable of
making the great decisions upon which
La Salle’s future will hinge.”
The new board ruled at its initial meet
ing that faculty tenure be given to religious
on the staff who meet the requirements
demanded of all lay faculty members—
notably seven years teaching service. The

decision has the effect of giving religious
a relatively autonomous position with re
gard to teaching at La Salle, rather than
face transfer to another school conducted
by their religious order.

Six Administrative
Heads Named
Six new administrative heads, among
them a new academic vice president and
three new deans, were appointed this
spring by Brother Daniel Burke, F.S.C.,
Ph.D., president.
Brother Emery Mollenhauer, F.S.C.,
Ph.D., for the past eight years the dean of
La Salle’s evening college, was named
academic vice president, succeeding
Brother Burke in a post he held since
1959.
Succeeding Brother Emery as dean of
the evening division is Brother Walter
Paulits, F.S.C., Ph.D., associate professor
of English, who has been a member of the
La Salle staff since 1956.
Two new deans were also appointed.
Brother David Kelly, F.S.C., Ph.D., asso
ciate professor of classics and linquistics,
was named dean of arts and sciences, ef
fective Aug. 15, and Bruce V. MacLeod,
assistant professor of industry, is the new
acting dean of business administration,
effective Aug. 1.
Brother Kelly succeeds Brother Robert
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La Salle and Germantown Nursing
School students get acquainted.

Doran, F.S.C., who pursues doctoral
studies at the University of Pennsylvania.
MacLeod succeeds Brother David Pendergast, F.S.C., who has been named director
of educational services.
Brother Patrick Ellis, F.S.C., Ph.D., as
sociate professor of English and former
director of the honors program, was ap
pointed director of development.
Robert S. Lyons, Jr., for the past seven
years director of sports information at
La Salle, was named to succeed Ralph W.
Howard as director of the news bureau
and editor of La Salle . Howard accepted
the position as editor of the Temple Uni
versity Review. Frank D. Galey, Jr., ’66,
succeeds Lyons as sports information di
rector.

Germantown Nurses
Enroll in Fall
Student nurses at the Germantown
Hospital School of Nursing, beginning
with a three-year program in September,
will be the first young women to enter the
day classes of the College on a full-time
basis.
The adjoining campuses of the two in
stitutions form a natural affiliation situa
tion. Formerly, Germantown Hospital
students took their academic and science
courses at the University of Pennsylvania.
The new arrangements are regarded with
enthusiasm, not only because of the con
venience and special study opportunities
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involved, but because the students will
receive 35 college credits toward a col
lege degree. It is unusual that a diploma
school of nursing can offer college credits.
The courses, which will be taken for
three days a week through the first three
semesters, will include English, chemistry,
sociology, psychology, anatomy and phys
iology and microbiology. Brother James
Muldoon, F.S.C., a biochemist who also
is a registered nurse, will coordinate the
program as liaison for La Salle.
La Salle and Germantown Hospital
have both served the community for more
than 100 years, and the Hospital has edu
cated 1,300 nurses since the school was
opened in 1892.
In addition to its well correlated courses
and rounded clinical experiences, the Hos
pital students benefit from affiliations in
rehabilitation at Magee Rehabilitation
Center and psychiatric nursing at the In
stitute of the Pennsylvania Hospital. Ger
mantown Hospital accepted male as well
as female students.

Chestnut Hill-LSC
Link Expanded
L a Salle and Chestnut Hill College
this fall will expand an extensive program
of co-institutional association for students
enrolled at each school. The plans were
revealed by Brother Daniel Burke, F.S.C.,
Ph.D., president, and Sister Mary Xavier,
president of Chestnut Hill.

Two of the oldest Roman Catholic un
dergraduate colleges in the area, La Salle
and Chestnut Hill began a cooperative
program on a small scale some four years
ago, but participation has been limited to
less than 50 students from both schools.
A much broader program of coordi
nated programs is planned for this fall in
the areas of psychology, fine arts, soci
ology and modern languages. Joint pro
grams in other fields will follow shortly
thereafter. Regular transportation be
tween the two schools is also under dis
cussion.
“The origins of this association,” a
statement by Brother Burke and Sister
Xavier said, “long precede the present
rush toward college mergers. In many
ways, the two colleges are very well situ
ated for their association.
“Unlike full-scale mergers that eventu
ally result in the absorption of one institu
tion by the other,” the statement con
cluded, “the administrations of La Salle
and Chestnut Hill see the future in a kind
of association that is often found in Eng
lish and European universities, in which
two colleges would be joint components
of the same institution.”

Coeds in Dorms:
Only on Saturday
L a Salle this spring permitted its resi
dent students to have female guests visit
dormitory rooms on Saturdays between

Brother Bernian, President
(1958-69): A Vital Force
T he president has been too lax; he has been too
firm and unyielding; he has not listened to his faculty;
he has indulged his faculty or his students; he has acted
too fast; he has waited too long to act; he has called
in the police; he hasn’t called in the police. Whatever
it is he should have done, he didn’t do it; whatever he
shouldn’t have done, he foolishly did.”
The president of Clarmont University Center in
California thus characterized the agonizing plight of
the college president of the 1960’s and, in a very real
sense, also sketched the tenure of Brother Daniel
Bernian, F.S.C., Ph.D., as president of La Salle for
the past 11 years. He had been honored by many
groups when he retired this June after the longest term
as head of the College in La Salle’s 106 year history.
Like most of his presidential colleagues, Brother
Daniel was often damned if he did, damned if he
didn’t. Most always, however, he did, and his admin
istration was one of action.
Among the many innovations on the campus during
Brother Daniel’s tenure were the appointment of two
lay vice presidents in 1959; initiation of La Salle-inEurope and the summer Music Theatre; founding of
the Faculty Senate; the naming of a majority of lay
men to the board of trustees and student/faculty ap
pointments to the College Council, and several new
buildings.
Brother Daniel’s activities were not limited to the
La Salle campus, however. He had become a figure in
higher education in the Commonwealth. Among his
many positions, he served as chairman of the Mayor’s
Commission on Higher Education, a member of the
trustees of the Community College and on the Gov
ernor’s Commission for Higher Education.
His new assignment includes a year of study in
Spain and France, for which he departed this sum
mer, then assignment to one of the Christian Brothers’
mission outposts in Africa or Asia.
Only later generations will be able to judge the
total value of Brother Bernian’s accomplishments,
which were many and varied. But one thing is certain;
he was a vital force in what may prove to be a crucial
decade in the history of La Salle College.
R.W.H.
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Brother Bernian was honored by (top to bot
tom) the College at commencement, Congre
gation Beth Or, and the City of Philadelphia.

43

Former Vice President Humphrey
meets and greets La Salle students
at library designation.

8 and 11:30 P.M.
The innovation, which was tried on an
experimental basis April 10 through
May 17, resulted from a poll of La Salle’s
600 resident students, according to
Brother Charles Gresh, F.S.C., dean of
men.
Of the 338 resident students who re
sponded to the poll, 327 voted for a
change in the ruling prohibiting female
guests in the dorms.
The students’ Residence Council out
lined several rules for the new procedure,
among them that doors may be closed, if
desired. The Council added that, “this is
an experimental period and its continu
ance will depend upon the response and
conduct of resident students.”

Library Designated
Lawrence Memorial
“T oday, college students offer this
country a talent bank of hope and con
cern,” former Vice President Hubert H.
Humphrey told a La Salle audience this
spring.
Humphrey, now a college professor in
his native Minnesota, was the principal
speaker at ceremonies designating La
Salle’s library the David Leo Lawrence
Memorial Library, honoring the late gov
ernor of the Commonwealth.
Some 400 religious, civic and political
leaders attended the event, among them
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the Most Rev. John J. Graham, D.D.V.G.
auxiliary bishop of the Archdiocese, and
the Rt. Rev. Robert L. DeWitt, D.D.,
bishop of the Episcopal Diocese of Phil
adelphia.
Brother Daniel Bernian, F.S.C., then La
Salle president, officially designated the
library in memory of Lawrence, the first
Catholic governor of Pennsylvania. Ger
ald Lawrence, the late governor’s son, pre
sented a color portrait of his father to
Brother Thomas Warner, F.S.C., La Salle
librarian.
Humphrey praised Lawrence as a man
who “faced and conquered bigotry” and
who “knew America must be an open so
ciety with an open heart.” He called upon
college students to “seek not only our
problems, but their solutions.”
“As a more informed, more widely read,
better educated, more idealistic and sensi
tive generation,” Humphrey said, “yours
is perhaps the most difficult task—-the task
of harnessing America’s potential for good
to the urgent responsibilities of all man
kind—peace and justice.
“For, as (Notre Dame President) Fa
ther Hesburgh recently observed, ‘In a
rapidly changing world, the real crisis is
not one of authority, but a crisis of vision
that alone can inspire great leadership and
create great morale in any society.’
“David Lawrence had that vision,”
Humphrey continued. “He drew his
strength from his humble origins and

when asked to sum up his political credo
he wisely stated, “political arrogance is
political suicide.
“As David Lawrence presided over the
Renaissance of his native Pittsburgh, let
his spirit preside over a renaissance of rea
son and brotherhood emanating from this
library,” Humphrey concluded.

Bernian, Blake Honored
At Commencement
T he retiring president of La Salle and
the general secretary of the World Coun
cil of Churches were among the honorary
degree recipients at La Salle’s 106th com
mencement exercise this June.
Some 10,000 parents and friends at
tended the exercises, where over 700
graduating seniors received bachelor’s de
grees conferred by Brother Daniel Ber
nian, F.S.C., Ph.D., then La Salle’s presi
dent.
Brother Bernian, who retired after 11
years in the office, received an honorary
Doctor of Pedagogy degree conferred by
Brother James Carey, F.S.C., chairman of
La Salle’s board of trustees.
Other honorary degree recipients were
the Rev. Dr. Eugene Carson Blake, gen
eral secretary of the World Council of
Churches, and the Hon. A. Leon Higgin
botham, Jr., U.S. District Court Judge
for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania,
each of whom received Doctor of Laws

Arthur Clarke, author of “ 2001: A Space Odyssey,”
is sought for autographs during
his campus visit.

degrees conferred by Brother Bernian.
Each honorary degree recipient briefly ad
dressed the graduates.
Earlier, 70 La Salle seniors had received
U.S. Army commissions at ceremonies
held in the College Union Building on the
campus. It was the largest number of com
missions awarded since the inception of
the ROTC program in 1951. Col. Stephen
Silvasy, professor of military science, ad
ministered the oath.
Brother Bernian was also honored at
the commissioning. Maj. Gen. William M.
Fondren, chief of staff of the First Army,
presented a special Department of the
Army award in recognition of Brother
Bernian’s support of the ROTC program
during his tenure as president.

Howard Receives 21st
Collegian Award
R alph W. Howard, until this sum
mer director of the College news bureau
and editor of the College’s alumni quar
terly magazine (see “Class Notes”-1960)
was the surprise recipient of the 21st an
nual Journalism Award of La Salle’s
weekly student newspaper, The Collegian,
this spring at the paper’s annual banquet.
Howard, who was honored for “out
standing contributions to the field of
journalism,” has received a total of seven
awards as editor of L a Salle Magazine
in the past three years. In 1968, he won
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the annual Newsweek Magazine award
for “excellence in public affairs report
ing.” Howard has been director of the
College’s news bureau since 1960. He is
the first alumnus to receive the Collegian
Award.
Previous recipients of the Collegian
Award include Ed Sullivan (1949); Bob
Considine (1951); Edward R. Morrow
(1954); Jim Bishop (1956); Chet Huntley (1958); Walter Cronkite (1960);
David Brinkley (1961); Charles Collingwood (1963); Art Buckwald (1964);
Sandy Grady (1967) and last year’s re
cipient, Harrison E. Salisbury.
Thomas A. Curley, a junior from Eas
ton, Pa., was named editor-in-chief, suc
ceeding David E. Cawley, of Linwood,
N.J.

Groundbreaking Marks
Founder’s Day Fete
Two honorary degrees, two $750 fac
ulty awards and some 35 student prizes for
academic excellence were presented at
the College’s annual Founder’s Day honor
convocation this spring.
The day’s events, which mark the feast
day of St. John Baptiste de La Salle,
founder of the Christian Brothers—the
teaching order which conducts the Col
lege—also included groundbreaking cere
monies for a new classroom building.
John Cardinal Wright, Bishop of Pitts

burgh and one of four U.S. prelates re
cently elevated to the Sacred College of
Cardinals, and Dr. James Shannon, direc
tor of the National Institute of Health, re
ceived honorary Doctor of Laws degrees
at the convocation.
Recipients of the 1969 Lindback
Awards for “distinguished teaching,”
made possible each year by a grant from
the Christian R. and Mary F. Lindback
Foundation, were Miss Minna F. Wein
stein, Ph.D., assistant professor of history,
and John F. Reardon, assistant professor
of accounting. The awards were presented
by Brother Daniel Burke, F.S.C., Ph.D.,
then vice president for academic affairs
and now president of La Salle.
Miss Weinstein, Reardon and Cardinal
Wright wielded the shovel at the ground
breaking for the classroom building, which
will be the largest edifice on the campus.
The three-story structure will be erected
on ground east of the College Union Build
ing, adjacent to the Central High School
grounds. Completely air conditioned, the
building will cost some $3.3 million.
Miss Weinstein, who joined the La Salle
staff in 1967, holds degrees from the Uni
versity of Maryland and previously taught
at Temple University. Reardon holds de
grees from La Salle and the University of
Pittsburgh. He joined La Salle’s faculty in
1962. Twenty-four La Salle professors
have previously received the awards since
their inception in 1961.
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Little Larry Flynn seems somewhat bewildered
by the formality of the Ph.T.
ceremonies honoring seniors' wives.

Ground Broken For
Hayman Hall
L a Salle held groundbreaking cere
monies for its $3.5 million Hayman Hall
Athletic Facilities Building this spring.
Officiating at the ceremonies were
Brother Daniel Bernian, F.S.C., Ph.D.,
former president of La Salle, and Dr. and
Mrs. H. Blake Hayman. Dr. Hayman is a
member of the college’s board of trustees
and a prominent Bucks County obstetri
cian and gynecologist.
Dr. Robert J. Courtney, professor of
political science and chairman of the Col
lege’s faculty committee on athletics, the
group which planned the building, was
master of ceremonies. Rev. Raymond Halligan, O.P., college chaplain, delivered the
invocation and benediction.
Hayman Hall will feature a six lane
swimming pool, diving well and under
water observation area with seating for
1,700 spectators, an indoor track and
three full-size basketball courts. The bas
ketball area, seating about 200 spectators,
will be used strictly for intercollegiate
practice and general student-faculty use.
The 90,000 square-foot structure,
which will include two main levels and
three inner levels, will also house an exer
cise room with complete weight-lifting,
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gymnastic and rowing machine facilities,
a wrestling room, squash and handball
courts and a general game room.
In addition, the building will include a
conference-reception area; offices for the
athletic department staff and coaches; var
sity, intramural, women’s and faculty
locker facilities; a health room with sauna
bath and equipment, and laundry and
trainer’s facilities.
The 64-foot-high structure will be the
highest building on La Salle’s campus. It
was designed by Carroll, Grisdale and Van
Alen Architects.

Clarke on ‘2 0 0 1 ’

four Academy Awards, among them for
best screenplay.
“In the year 2001”,” Clarke said, “men
will be able to live wherever they wish, with
out regard to occupational requirements.
The world’s greatest surgeon will be able
to live in Bali and still perform operations
anywhere in the world by using telemeter
ing systems.”
“The big city will have begun to die,”
he contended, “since it was necessary only
because people needed to be close enough
together to conduct their lives. Soon, men
will need only to touch a button to com
municate with any place in the world.”
He added that “the next great break
through in technology will be in biologi
cal and genetic engineering, the creation
of new organisms, We will have slaves,
not human slaves but robots for all sorts
of functions. What we’re heading for is
full unemployment; education and enter
tainment will therefore be vital industries.”
“The main problem in our future,”
Clarke concluded, “may be with the men
tal attitudes of people, not their physical
environment.”

O ne of the world’s leading science fic
tion writers this spring predicted “the uni
fication of the world into one village in a
cultural sense.”

Afro-American
Fete ‘Overwhelming’

Arthur C. Clarke, author of the book
and screenplay “2001: A Space Odyssey,”
offered his views in a talk before some
400 students and faculty at La Salle. The
talk was entitled, “The Promises of Space,”
which is the title of his newest book.
The “2001” film, for which Clarke col
laborated with director Stanley Kubrick
on the screenplay, was honored by the Na
tional Catholic Film Office as “best edu
cational film.” It was also nominated for

A ppearances by entertainer Sammy
Davis, Jr., and former heavyweight cham
pion Muhammad Ali highlighted an AfroAmerican Arts Festival held at La Salle
this spring.
Many leading figures from the local and
national black community also took part
in the week-long festival, which was com
pletely created and organized by the col
lege’s Black Student Union, with financial
assistance from the Black Coalition and

Sammy Davis and Muhammad Ali (left) at
the Afro-American Arts Festival.

La Salle’s urban studies center.
The festival, which included concerts,
lectures, drama, the dance, and an art ex
hibit, sought to “expose in a dynamic
series of activities the richness and beauty
of African and Afro-American culture,”
according to Ronald Washington, La Salle
junior who was festival coordinator.
“The community participation and the
devotion of time and effort by black ar
tists was overwhelming,” Washington
added.
The program also aims to raise funds
for a Black Students Scholarship Fund to
provide for 20 black students from the
Philadelphia area to attend college this
fall. To be eligible, students must be in
volved in work toward “the well-being of
the black community and promise to serve
the community after graduation from col
lege.”

Bernian, F.S.C., Ph.D., conferred the
“degrees.” Brother Emery Mollenhauer,
F.S.C., Ph.D., then dean of the evening
division, presented the “degree” candi
dates.

1969 Sports Log
.480 Despite Court
Powerhouse's 23-1
D espite the greatest record in history
compiled by La Salle’s basketball team,
the Explorers’ nine varsity athletic teams
still finished under .500 during 1968-69
with an overall 59-64-1 record (.480).
Coach Tom Gola’s team finished with a
23-1 record, won the College’s only Big
Five title during the year and wound up
second in the final AP poll. At the end of
the season, two La Salle players signed
professional contracts: Larry Cannon with

Miami of the ABA, and Bernie Williams
with San Diego of the NBA.
Three other Explorer teams finished
with winning records. Coach Joe Kirk’s
swimmers finished with a 7-4 mark and
came in second in the Middle Atlantic
Conference championships. Gene Mc
Donnell guided the baseball team to a 139-1 record and George Hines made his
crew debut with a 5-4 mark.
Although they didn’t finish over .500,
La Salle’s cross country and track teams
showed improvement under first-year
coach Ira Davis. The harriers were 3-5
and finished a strong second in the MAC
championships. The track team (2-3)
came in third in the MACs.
Other varsity records were: golf,
coached by Jack T. Connors, 3-12; soc
cer, coached by Dr. John A. Smith, 2-10,
and tennis, coached by Jack Canney, 1-16.

‘Ph. T.’ Honors
To Seniors’ Wives
W ives of 187 La Salle day and evening
division seniors received “Ph.T.—Putting
Him Through” degrees at the 16th annual
Ph.T. ceremonies this Spring in the Col
lege Union Theatre on the campus.
Mary Margaret Dougherty, an evening
student whose husband, Edward, received
his bachelor’s degree at La Salle’s 1969
commencement, received the annual spe
cial Ph.T. award “with distinction” at the
event, which recognizes the wives’ as
sistance in their husbands’ pursuit of a
bachelor’s degree.
Lt. Col. Robert T. Fallon, Ph.D., asso
ciate professor of military science at La
Salle, was the principal speaker and form
er La Salle President Brother Daniel
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MOVING?
C la s s Y r.

Nam e
If yo u r m a ilin g ad d ress w ill
ch an ge in the n ext 2-3 months,
or if th is issue is ad d ressed to
yo u r son an d he no longer
m ain ta in s his perm anent a d 
dress a t yo u r home, p lease help
us keep our m a ilin g ad dresses
u p -to-d ate b y:

1

P R IN T your fu ll name,
class ye a r an d new a d 
dress on the opposite
form , and

2

A ttach the lab e l from
the b ack cover o f this
issue an d m ail to the
A lu m n i Office, La Sa lle
C o lle g e , P h ila ., Penna.
19141.

A d d re ss

C ity

S ta te

Z ip C o d e

ATTACH LABEL HERE
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CLASS NOTES

'22
Magnus J. Schaebler, newly elected vice
president of the alumni association, recently
retired as a senior administrative assistant at
Bell Telephone Co. after 47 years of service.

'33
Henry P. Close, M.D., chief of staff at
Veterans’ Hospital, Philadelphia, was elected
vice president of the alumni medical society.
Under a change in the by-laws, he is also
president-elect and will assume that office at
the conclusion of his two year term. Edward
V. Stanton, M.D., died recently in Utica
New York State Hospital.

'35
James C. G iuffre, M.D., medical director
and chief of surgery at St. Luke’s and Chil
dren’s Medical Center, was the recipient of
the Dean Award presented by the Philadel
phia Press Association. He was selected in
recognition of his “enormous personal in
volvement in the medical and surgical treat
ment of disadvantaged Philadelphians” at St.
Luke’s.

'36

Thomas P. Callan
Thomas P. Callan has been promoted to
assistant quality control superintendent at
Rohm and Haas Company, Philadelphia.

'42

Alumni President Daniel H. Kane, ’49, and 1969 Signum Fidei medalist Rev.William Finley.
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J oseph P. Lacy has been appointed a vice
president of the Cenrral Mortgage Co. of
New Jersey. H enry J. Schneider, Ph.D.,
has been named manager of the industrial

Class of ’49
reunion committee.

chemicals department at Rohm and Haas
Co., Philadelphia.

H enry J.
Schneider, Ph.D.,

urged to contact a member of the committee
or the alumni office (VI 8-8300, ext. 421).
The committee includes: (class of 1944)
J oseph D iorio, M.D., J ohn F lannery;
C harles H alpin , J r ., Esq., W alter K aiser;
Stephen M arcoe; A rthur P erry; and J ohn
R ooney, PhD.; (class of ’45) F rederick

he is commander of the 42nd Military Police
Group. Louis X. V iggiano, M.D., has been
elected president of the La Salle College
alumni medical society for a two-year term.

'50

Bernhardt; T homas Bones, T homas M c
C ann; P eter Sweeney ; G eorge Swoyer,
and A nthony Z arrilli.

J oseph A. G allagher

'43
J ames F. K ennedy has been appointed as

sistant administrator of St. Agnes Hospital,
Fond du Lac, Wisconsin.

'44-'45
A committee from the classes of 1944 and
1945 is planning a joint “escape weekend”
reunion in the Fall to celebrate the 25th an
niversary of each class (a little late for ’44,
a bit early for ’45). Headquarters will be the
Sheraton Motor Hotel at the Fort Washing
ton interchange of the Pennsylvania Turnpike
at Route 309. Alumni and their wives will
check into the hotel after noon on Saturday,
October 25, assemble at 2 p.m. for a short
drive to campus, where they will be taken
on a guided tour, then have a cocktail party
in the College Union at 3:30 P.M.
In the evening at 8:30, dinner at the hotel
will be followed by dancing. A hospitality
suite will be provided from 6 P.M. for those
not staying overnight. The entire package is
priced at $30 per couple; arrangements for
rooms must be made with the hotel. Reser
vation cards will be sent out with a September
mailing.
Since the two classes were disrupted by
the war, the committee is making an effort
to contact everyone who started with either
class regardless whether they received their
degree in 1944, 1945 or had to come back
later. Any alumnus in the latter category is
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A loysius E. C oan has been appointed as

sistant administrator at Georgetown Univer
sity Hospital in Washington. J oseph D. McG eary, M.D., has been named associate med
ical director for the Fidelity Mutual Life In
surance Co.

J oseph A. G allagher, senior vice president
and treasurer of Industrial Valley Bank and
Trust Co., was elected executive vice presi
dent of IVB. Dr. V incent F. M iraglia, as
sistant director of health education at Lankenau Hospital, addressed the senior class at
Archbishop Kennedy High School, Conshohocken, Pa., on “Drugs and Young People.”
Samuel J. P inizzotto has been appointed
assistant dean of instruction for program
development and community services at At
lantic Community College, New Jersey. J ohn
B. W inkler was promoted to technical sales
associate with the Enjay Chemical Co.

'4 9
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V incent J. F olen has been accorded special

recognition by the Naval Research Labora
tory for a scientific research report which he
co-authored. T homas M. F oy, president of
Standard Business Forms and Systems of
Ardmore, has been appointed guest lecturer
in business psychology at the Adams School
of Business. T heodore C. Kutzer has been
named as vice president and manager of the
Wanamaker King of Prussia store. G eorge
A. L apps of the Philadelphia-DeVol general
agency of National Life Insurance Co., was
among 15 selected representatives of the
firm’s countrywide field force who partici
pated in a career school in the home office in
Montpelier, Vt. J ames D. T ynan was pro
moted to Army Colonel in Germany, where

J ohn J. Bradfield

J ames W. F inegan

L ouis M. Backe, who was recently appointed
vice president and director of corporate mar-
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The reunion committees
of the classes of
’59 and '64 (opposite).

keting for Electronic Wholesalers Inc., has
been promoted to executive vice president
and director of corporate marketing. J ohn J.
Bradfield has been appointed manager of
field sales for Pennsylvania Crusher Corp.,
Broomall. J ames W. F inegan has been
elected president of the advertising firm of
Gray & Rogers, Inc. L. T homas R eifsteck,
director of career planning and placement at
La Salle College, has been elected first vice
president of the College Placement Council,
which is comprised of 8,000 members rep
resenting eight regional placement associ
ations across the nation.

'56
J ohn J. L ombard, J r., Esq., has been se
lected for inclusion in the 1969 edition of

Outstanding

Men

of

America.

T homas J. M urphy has been appointed a

district manager for the Equitable Life As
surance Society of the U.S. A dam R. S mith ,
regional representative of the Federal Re
serve Bank of Philadelphia, was speaker at
the regular meeting of the Berks County
Bankers Association. He discussed “Truth in
Lending.”
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'53
F rank X. D ennehy has been elected secre
tary-treasurer of the Optimist Club of Phila
delphia. J ohn T. P otts, M.D., is in charge
of the endocrine unit at Massachusetts Gen
eral Hospital and is an assistant professor of
medicine at Harvard University. Birth: To
P eter F inley and wife Anne, a son, Mat
thew.

'54
J oseph A. D awson, chief, programs branch,

has received a Federal Service Award in the
non-scientific category. F rancis P. L oeber,
guidance director at Gloucester City N. J.
High School, was recently named teacher of
the week by the Gloucester City News. War
ren Smith , M.D., psychiatrist at Einstein
Medical Center and Hahnemann Hospital,
was elected secretary-treasurer of the La Salle
College alumni medical society.

'55

'59
W illiam T. L ee

R onald L. G endaszek was appointed a
member of the committee of examiners for
College Board Achievement Examination in
Russian. J ohn M. G ola has joined the staff
of Fort Washington Industrial Park and Of
fice Center as a sales representative. W il 
liam T. L ee , C.L.U., has been appointed
general manager of the New York Life In
surance Co’s., general office in Johnstown, Pa.

Major J ohn J. F lood died recently in Viet
nam. T homas G ola, who returned to alma
mater to coach the basketball team to its
most successful season (23-1), is seeking to
trade his Harrisburg seat in the Pennsylvania
legislature for a post closer to home. He is
running for controller of Philadelphia on the
Republican ticket this Fall.

J ohn P. F itzgerald and J oseph E. P illa
died during the past year. I renaeus I sajiw ,
department of sociology, University of Wind
sor, Canada, recently published a book on
causation and function in sociology. Birth:
To L a M ar D otter and wife Patty, a daugh
ter, Mary Margaret.

'58
R obert E. Boyle and I ra D avis have been
selected for inclusion in the 1969 edition of

Outstanding Young Men of America. G e
rard
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Young

Young Men in Kentucky. G. R ussell W aite
has been named director of admissions at
Peirce Junior College. Marriage: E dward J.
McD evitt to Shelia W. Merlini.

D el P rato has been appointed princi

pal of J. Cresswell Stewart School in Willingboro, N.J. R obert M. V ass has been ap
pointed assistant vice president and manager
of data processing of Industrial Valley Bank
and Trust Co. J ames F. H oward is superin
tendent of the Kentucky State Reformatory
at La Grange. He has been named by state
Jaycees as one of the three Outstanding

J ames J. C annon has been appointed gen
eral sales manager for Optical Scanning Corp.
R alph W. H oward, director of the College’s
news bureau since 1960 and editor of this
magazine for the past five years, has been
appointed editor of the Temple University
Review. Sidney J. K owalczyk, leading rep
resentative on the staff of Metropolitan Life
Insurance Company’s Arlington, Va., office,
participated in a four day business conference

with company officials and other field repre
sentatives in Los Angeles. F rederick A.
Marcell has been appointed mortgage col
lection and service officer of East Girard
Savings Association.

H erbert M. G roce, former manager of per
sonnel programs and benefits for the link
division of the Singer Co., has been named
deputy director of the Delta Resource De
velopment Center in Greenville, Miss. R o
bert S. L yons, J r ., director of sports infor
mation at the College, has been named direc
tor of the news bureau and editor of this
publication. C harles V. R eilly has been
appointed press secretary to Wilmington
(Del.) Mayor Harry Haskell. J oseph T.
Wilkins has been appointed director and
chief attorney of the Cape-Atlantic Legal
Services, Inc., a federally financed program
of legal assistance to the poor of Atlantic and
Cape May Counties, N.J.

of education degree in guidance and counsel
ing at Shippensburg State College (Pa.) He
is employed as a guidance counselor in the
Harrisburg School district. Marriage: T hom 
as C. R osica to Susan McArthur and J ames
J. W hite to Virginia T. Schwartz.

legal staff of the Reading Railroad law de
partment. Capt. R oland F. Rodgers re
ceived the bronze star medal at Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Md., for outstanding meri
torious service in Vietnam. H arrison S. V ernick received the doctor of medicine degree
from Hahnemann Medical College and will
intern at Philadelphia General Hospital. Rev.
J ohn F. W illiams was ordained to the priest
hood by John Cardinal Krol on May 17. He
concelebrated a Mass of Thanksgiving on
May 18 at St. Helens’s Church, Philadelphia.
Marriage: J oseph D onovan to Mary Jo Mc
Ginnis; J ames K irschke to Juanita Budd,
and D ennis S. M isiewicz to Rosemary C.
Meyer.

L eonard Bordzol has received two awards

of the air medal at Langley AFB, Va., for air
action while piloting a C-130 in southeast
Asia. J ames A. D olton received a Ph.D. in
economics from Boston College. Rev. G er
ald D. C anavan was ordained to the priest
hood by John Cardinal Krol on May 17.
W illiam J. K unigonis is navigating a KC135 stratotanker in Thailand. J ohn K. R af
ferty has been elected president of the
Hamilton Township (N.J.) Republican Club.
J ames K enyon is president of the new bas
ketball club. Those interested may call him
at DE 2-2529.

T homas J. C assidy

J ohn F. W illiams

'64
'62
J ohn D u Bois and J ames K elly members of

Gloucester City (N.J.) High School faculty
were each selected “teacher of the week” in
recent issues of the Gloucester City News.
Capt. E ugene M. L epine is commander of
Company C, Fourth Medical Bn., with the
Fourth Infantry in S. Vietnam. D ouglas F.
McRae has been appointed assistant secre
tary of the U.S. Trust Company of New York.
Anthony C. M urdocca received a master
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T homas J. C assidy has been named manager
of administration in the management services
division at Johnson and Johnson. W alter J.
G ozdan has transferred from the research
division to the foreign operations division at
Rohn and Haas Co. J ohn K autz has been
appointed assistant secretary of the Kings
County Lafayette Trust Co., in Brooklyn,N.Y.
T homas P. M cG orry received his doctor of
medicine degree from Hahnemann Medical
College in June and will intern at Fitzgerald
Mercy Hospital in Lansdowne, Pa. J oseph
M. O’M alley, Esq., has been named to the

J ohn E. Brown has been appointed publicity
director for the StrickCorp. Fairless Hills, Pa.
J ohn H. C ondon was killed in Italy in an
auto accident in June. A ttilio E. D e F ilippis
has been promoted from instructor to as
sistant professor in the humanities depart-
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White Elected Alumni President
Harry J. White, Ph.D., ’54, was elected president
of the alumni association in the recent balloting. Dr.
White had served three three terms as vice-president
of the association, and was chairman of the alumni
admissions committee for the past four years. He
received his Ph.D. in chemistry from the University
of Notre Dame in 1958 and is employed by Rohm
and Haas Company, where he is assistant manager of
manpower and employment.
Elected with White were: J. Russell Cullen, Jr., ’60,
executive vice-president; Magnus J. Schaebler, ’22,
vice-president; Frederick J. Leinhauser, ’57, secretary;
Francis P. Brennan, ’64, treasurer. J. Robert Huck,
'49, John J. Maher, ’54, and Frank D. Johns, ’64,
were elected at-large members of the executive com
mittee.
At the May 22nd meeting of the alumni board of
directors, at which the new officers were installed,

ment at the U.S. Coast Guard Academy.
J ohn M. E dinger received his Ph. D. in

chemistry from the University of Pennsyl
vania. J oseph P. K elly opened a bar and
restaurant — Kelly’s Suburban House — in
Langhorne, Pa. W illiam J. M cM ahon has
been appointed a special agent for the Se
curity Insurance Group at its Philadelphia
office. J ohn C. Singer has been appointed a
sales representative of McNeil Laboratories,
Inc., in Reading. Pa. W illiam J. Zwiebel
received his doctor of medicine degree from
the Hahnemann Medical College and will
intern at Mercy Hospital in Pittsburgh. Birth:
to R aymond P. L oftus and wife Jule, a
daughter, Colleen.

'66

White announced his committee appointments for the
coming year. Each committee chairman will be re
sponsible to one of the two vice-presidents.
Reporting to Cullen will be: Robert J. Schaefer, ’54,
chairman of the annual stag reunion; Joseph N. Ma
lone, ’56, chairman of the homecoming dinner dance;
James T. Costello, ’66, coordinator of the tap-off rally
program; Joseph M. Gindhart, Esq., ’58, chairman of
the post-St. Joseph’s game party, and James J. Kenyon,
’63, who will head the newly formed Basketball Club.
Under Schaebler will be: Joseph J. Sweeney, ’54,
chairman of the admissions committee; Joseph P.
Braig, ’59, who will continue to direct the Downtown
Club; Richard A. Flanagan, ’65, chairman of the Signum Fidei selection committee; H. Peter Gillingham,
’49, Hall of Athletes committee, and James I. Gillespie,
’55, the spring reception committee.

the silver star, bronze star, air medal, army
commendation medal and purple heart while
serving with the First Cavalry in Viet Nam.
He plans to attend Temple University gradu
ate school in the fall. G erald R eilly is a
community services officer for the New Jer
sey department of community affairs. E d
ward C. Sontheimer is coordinator of per
sonnel services at RCA’s David Sarnoff Re
search Center, Princeton, N.J. W illiam J.
T obin has been awarded the bronze star for
meritorious service in action against the
enemy with the Marines in Viet Nam. Mar
riage: J ohn J. C ole to Patricia Ann Augustino.

'67

E dward J. Shields
J oseph A. D arcy

T homas Bielen is an instructor at Pennsyl

vania State University’s college of human
development. J oseph A. D arcy has been
named northeast district manager for the
chemical division of the General Tire and
Rubber Co. R obert A. L eone, a Marine first
lieutenant, was awarded the Navy commen
dation medal at Camp Lejeune, N.C., for
meritorious service in Vietnam. J ohn F.
L isicky has been promoted to senior methods
accountant with the Pennsylvania Power and
Light Co. A ndrew J. M arotta was com
missioned a second lieutenant upon gradua
tion from the officer candidate school at the
Army Artillery and Missile Center, Ft. Sill,
Okla. Raymond C. O’Brien was graduated
from the University of Virginia Law School
and was admitted to the Virginia Bar in
June. T homas D. McG overn recently was
released from active army duty. He received

52

Louis J. Beccaria has received his master of
education degree in social science from the
University of Delaware. G erald J. G ibson
has joined automated business systems divi
sion of Litton Industries, as a McBee sys
tems sales representative in the Philadelphia
office. H arry G utelius has been appointed
baseball coach at the Philadelphia College of
Textiles and Science. Second Lt. E dward
K elly has been graduated at Chanute AFB,
Ill., from the training course for U.S. Air
Force aircraft maintenance officers. G erald
J. K elly was killed in action in Vietnam
recently. N icholas P anarella has been pro
moted to First Lt. in the Army and is present
ly serving at Ft. Gulick, Panama Canal Zone.
Second Lt. E dward J. Shields has been
awarded silver wings upon graduation from
U.S. Air Force navigator training at Mather
AFB, Calif. Marriage: W illiam D. M eiers
to Judith A. Trethaway.

Army Pvt. J ames C orbett has received spe
cial recognition for outstanding performance
during his basic combat training cycle. J ohn
F avorite was appointed to teach seventh,
eighth, and 10th grade English, act as drama
coach and assist with the athletic program at
Doane Academy, Burlington, N.J. Ens. W il 
liam G. G rant graduated with a 3.742 aver
age at the Naval Aviation officers’ candidate
school at Pensacola, Fla., where he was com
missioned. Army Pvt. D avid J. H olland com
pleted advanced training as a combat engi
neer at Fort Leonard Wood, Mo. Army Pvt.
T imothy C. K errigan was assigned to the
101st Airborne Division near GiaLe, Viet
nam. Army Pvt. A lbert J. M aahs completed
nine weeks of advanced infantry training at
Fork Polk, La. T homas O dom, electronic en
gineer at Frankford Arsenal, has received a
Federal Service Award for a scientific con
tribution. D avid J. P eashock was appointed
by President Nixon as a Foreign Officer of the
United States. Army Pvt. D avid F. Schenkel
completed eight weeks of military police
training at the Army Training Center, Fort
Gordon, Ga. Army Pvt. C harles E. Skiesko
completed advanced training as a combat
engineer at Fort Leonard Wood, Mo. K en
neth N. Szczepanski has been commissioned
a Second Lt. in the U.S. Air Force upon
graduation from officer training school at
Lackland AFB, Tex. Louis A. T avani has
been promoted to general ledger accountant
in the plant Accounting Department at Rohm
and Haas Company, Philadelphia. Army Pvt.
F rederick J. W ennemer completed nine
weeks of advanced infantry training at Fort
Polk, La.
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